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ABSTRACT

Assessing the Effect of Group Model Building on Stakeholder
Teams Developing Urban Growth Strategies
by
Michael F. Dwyer
Dr. Krystyna Stave, Examination Committee Chair
Associate Professor of Environmental Studies
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas
Government in growing cities has a difficult time responding to problems that come
with growth. The combination of the complexity of the problem, fragmentation in
jurisdictions and responsibilities, and regional consequences produce diverse views of
exactly what the problem is, what causes it, and how it is best addressed. The
organizational structure of municipal government is not conducive to collaboration.
Accordingly, governments have turned increasingly to stakeholder groups to develop
growth management strategies. However, these stakeholder groups are not particularly
successful. They struggle to achieve consensus even when facilitated and their
recommendations often go unimplemented. The question I investigate in this research is:
what can be done to help stakeholder groups working on urban growth problems be more
successful?
I evaluate the hypothesis: facilitating a stakeholder team working on urban growth
problem using a system dynamics group model building approach will result in a greater
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

degree success than is achieved by a traditional facilitation approach by comparing the
degrees o f collaboration and consensus achieved by two real-world stakeholder groups
with similar tasks, contexts, and constructs. Both groups were ‘professionally’
facilitated, one using a system dynamics group model building approach and the other a
traditional non-modeling approach.
The results show the model building group achieved significantly higher degrees of
collaboration and consensus than the traditionally facilitated group. I investigated the
processes and found the traditionally facilitated group did not discuss causes, and mixed
problem discussion of the problem and solutions. The model building group discussed
problem definition, causes sequentially, and balanced amount of attention given to each.
The group also used a simulation model to test alternative solutions for their effect.
These results suggest the difference in success can be attributed to superiority of the
group model building process to integrate the diverse views that derive from complex
problems and contexts.
The results support the hypothesis, and suggest that stakeholder teams dealing with
complex and messy problems and problem-solving environments can increase the degree
of collaboration and consensus achieved where the facilitation approach is selected in
consideration of the task and context characteristics.

IV
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
Municipal governments have a problem managing growth. Symptoms can include
increasing traffic congestion, overtaxed public facilities and services, inflated housing
prices, and decreasing air quality. Recently, local governments have come to recognize
the limitations of hierarchical organizational structures for responding to regional growth
issues, and have turned to more collaborative approaches, including the use of
stakeholder teams. However, stakeholder teams prove ineffective specifically when
developing urban growth management strategies. Indications include that failure to reach
consensus, and/or recommendations are never implemented. The question I investigate
in this research is: how can stakeholder teams develop urban growth management
strategies with a greater degree of success?
What I found is that a stakeholder group facilitated using a system dynamics group
model building approach is more successful than a similar group facilitated by a
traditional non-modeling process. I came to this finding by comparing the levels of
collaboration and consensus achieved in two stakeholder teams with similar tasks,
contexts, and constructs, but facilitated by different methods. I also assessed the nature
of the discussion that occurred in each group in terms of a three step problem solving
process: defining the problem, deriving a theory of what causes the problem, and
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developing a solution. I did this by categorizing all of the recorded comments made by
members of both teams over the life of each project. What I found, is that virtually no
discussion of what caused the problem occurred in the traditionally facilitated group, and
discussion of the problem and the potential solutions occurred simultaneously. In the
group model building process, discussion of the problem, the causes, and the potential
solutions was differentiated, balanced, and occurred in sequence. These findings help to
explain the different outcomes.
The general research design, guided by Yin’s (1994) methodology for case study
research, recommended several tactics to achieve internal validity, including: a detailed
research protocol, multiple case studies, a clear chain of evidence, and a comprehensive
data base. Dickenson and McIntyre’s (1997) framework for developing team
performance measures was used to identify and classify variables, and to develop
measures. Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) grounded theory was used to develop coding
rules. The proposed framework for documenting group model building interventions
(Rouwette et al. 2002) captured the specific context and mechanism characteristics of the
two approaches.
In order to account for the many other factors that affect the degree of collaboration
and consensus achieved by groups, 68 attributes in 11 categories were assessed and
compared. These included 48 ‘construct’ attributes, such as: the clarity o f the mission;
comprehension of the project plan; and the availability of resources. Twenty-one
‘process’ attributes were assessed because many models of team performance identify
‘process’ as an intervening variable (between constructs and outputs). These included
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member participation in discussions; the treatment of diverse viewpoints, the resolution
o f conflict, and synergy exhibited.
Data were collected from three sources: content analysis, observation, and interviews.
An assessment protocol was used to assign the level of achievement for each attribute.
The results are presented in several forms. At the attribute level, 12 tables (one for each
performance category) shows the relative level of achievement for each of the 74
attributes by source. These data were synthesized for each of the 12 categories by
calculating the mean and standard deviation o f the associated attributes. This process
allowed a summary level assessment for each of the 12 categories. A side by side matrix
o f the summary level assessment shows a significant degree of similarity in the group
constructs, and a significant degree of difference the degrees of collaboration and
consensus achieved. These findings suggest responsibility of the independent variable
(the facilitation approach) for the behavior in the dependent variables (the degrees of
collaboration and consensus achieved).
The process assessment presents a set of graphs depicting the percentage of
comments in each category for each meeting over the life of the project. These findings
suggest the traditional process used to facilitate stakeholder teams does not produce a
common view of what is causing the problem in a form that is useful for assessing
alternatives. Consequently groups must guess at the potential outcomes of a particular
alternative both for its potential to resolve the problem and its costs. With simple
problems, the group members may share a common view of what causes the problem
(even if it is not discussed), and the process is successful. Complex, messy problems
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with no such underlying agreement lose the potential for high degrees of collaboration
and consensus in the battle over viewpoints.
In the model building group process yielded an operational causal theory that was
used to test alternative strategies for their benefits and costs. This allowed the group to
assess all ideas objectively, and in so doing avoided the contest over viewpoints. The
simulation model provided the mechanism for the productive integration of diverse
viewpoints, and ultimately, a greater degree of collaboration and consensus than were
achieved by non-modeling facilitation approaches. This suggests the need for
consideration o f task characteristics in selecting a facilitation approach for stakeholder
teams.

The Problem
While growth has some positive impacts, such as a robust economy, and more
consumer choices, many argue that the long-term net effect on quality of life is negative.
For example, the following problems can often be observed in growing cities:
•

Increasing traffic congestion (Shrank and Lomax 2004:1)

•

Increasing air and water pollution (Glasby 2002: 336, Low et al. 2000: 167)

•

Decreasing quality of public education (Fudge, et. al. 1996: 180)

•

Accelerating consumption (and eventual scarcity of) natural resources (Low
et. al. 2000: 1)

•

Inflation in land and housing prices (Kinsley and Lovins 1996: I, Mass 1974:
177).
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A recent United Nations report on the state o f the world’s cities concluded that at a
global level, the combination o f increasing rates o f poverty, inequalities, and
environmental damage associated with urban growth overtake the benefits that of growth
(UNDPCSD 1997: 4). The Rocky Mountain Institute (1997) also found that rapid
expansion generally does more harm than good to a community. Eventually, residents
feel the adverse impact o f growth. For example, a recent survey conducted in Las Vegas
Nevada, one of the fastest growing cities in the United States for over a decade, asked
residents to respond to the following statement: Growth in Clark County has been well
managed. The results (Figure 1) reveal a significant degree of public dissatisfaction.

Growth in Clark County has been well managed

Unsure
22 %

Agree
20 %

Disagree
58%

Figure 1. Resident perceptions of growth management in Clark County
(UNLV CBER 2006: 65).

Dubnick and Bardes (1983) tell us that when public dissatisfaction with a social
problem reaches critical mass, government is called upon to act. But as Downs (2005),
O’Tool (2004) and limes and Booher (1999) observe, effective government response

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

proves difficult for several reasons, including: fragmented government, polarized views,
and the complexity of the urban environment.
First, government in metropolitan areas is highly fragmented. Flamilton et al. (2004:
149) and Flaeuber (1999: 134) tell us that government in metropolitan areas is often
highly fragmented, divided both spatially and by specialty. Downs (2005: 369) and
Hamilton et al. (2004) note that governments in a metropolitan area typically lack a
unifying vertical dimension with the authority to enact and enforce policy that applies to
all jurisdictions. Hoene et al. (2002) found that fragmented entities themselves and
departments often insular, forming their own missions or visions, operating
independently of one another, and often competing with each other. Tremmer et al.
(1997) defines problem solving contexts involving multiple entities with multiple
motivations and perceptions that lack a clear vertical dimension as “complex networks”.
Rich et al. (2001: 194) found that complex networks inhibit effective communications,
collaboration, and consensus.
Second, views on urban growth are polarized. According to Blomquist et al. (1988)
the root of the disagreement comes from the fact that urban growth impacts different
quality of life factors in different ways. For example, it produces higher levels of
employment at the same time it creates more air pollution. According to Connolly (1983:
23-4), Gordon and Richardson (2000) and Kahn (2001), individual viewpoints on growth
as a problem (or solution) are a function of how an individual is personally affected by
growth. Vennix (1996) defines a ‘messy problem’ as one for which there are widely
varying perceptions of what the problem is (or even if there is a problem at all), and
asserts that messy problems inhibit collaboration.
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Third, the social, economic, and natural systems at work in an urban environment are
complex. Forrester (1969) provided a glimpse o f the dynamic complexity in his Urban
Dynamics model. Collins (1974b: 6) asserts that the interconnections of the economic,
social and natural systems present are not well understood. Alfeld and Meadows (1974:
47) observe that an intervention at any point in an urban system will reverberate
throughout the larger system, creating consequences that are sometimes far removed in
space and time. Forrester (1971) argues that these consequences are often
counterintuitive. Sterman (2000:10) tells us that policy resistance occurs because of
human limitations in understanding complex systems. According to Alfeld and Meadows
(1974: 46), many attempts fail to manage urban problems due to the inability to
overcome the complexity of the problem, limes and Booher (1999) argue that the
complexity of the underlying systems results in solutions that are oversimplified.
While fragmentation, messiness, and complexity work against collaboration Innes
and Booher (2005: 7) assert the need for a collaborative approach addresses problems
that come with urban growth for two reasons. First, as Gihson (1972: 17) and Bernstein
(1997) found, the consequences of growth are largely immune to administrative
jurisdictions, such as air pollution and homelessness. Second, Innes (1992: 440) argues
that growth management is “so complex and involves so many actors, actions, and places,
no one set of experts can design a successful program”. In reflecting on the management
of urban development in California, Innes and Booher (1999:146) observe: “it is like a
ship without gauges and without clear communication among the participants. Each can
see only a part of the problem, and each can act only individually”.
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The complex and messy problem plus the fragmented and insular context combine to
frustrate local government in achieving the level of collaboration necessary to manage
resources in a manner that preserves quality of life in the face of urban growth. As a
result, local governments often fail to derive effective growth management strategies that
balance costs and benefits in a way acceptable to the public.

What Has Been Done to Help?
Ryan and Walsh (2004: 623) observed that local governments in the past decade
recognized the limitations of traditional structures and practices for responding to growth
issues, particularly the ‘stove-pipe’ management encouraged by specialization,
fragmentation, and isolation. Several researchers (Anthony 2004: 391, Dilworth 2003,
Chaskin 2001, Hamilton et al. 2004: 169, Sager 2004, and Rotmans and Van Asselt 2000:
111) found that, as a result, local governments have turned with increasing frequency to a
regional and collaborative approach.
One such collaborative approach, the formation and use of stakeholder teams,
involves groups of people representing the various interests with a ‘stake’ in a problem.
Maier (1967) asserts that the diversity of interests and viewpoints represented in a
stakeholder team makes it useful in solving problems. Maier (1967) tells us that
successful stakeholder teams produce more holistic views of a problem, more creative
solutions, and a greater degree of support for the final product. But success in
stakeholder groups does not occur automatically. Innes (1992: 441) asserts that
stakeholder groups often need help in finding ways to integrate their views in a
productive manner and often call professional facilitators to help.
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Stakeholder groups have increased the degrees of collaboration and consensus for
solutions to many problems. For example, Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) provide
several examples of successful collaborative groups in developing strategies for natural
resource management. But Innes (1992: 440) found stakeholder teams charged with
developing growth management strategies achieve only partial success, indicated by the
inability to achieve consensus and recommendations that go unimplemented. The bottom
line is that the quality of life for people in growing cities continues to decline.

Research Question
More than half the global population currently lives in an urban setting, and the
percentage is increasing (UNCHS 2005b). Urbanization is a global trend. The ability of
local government to address the problems that come with urban growth will affect the
quality of life o f current and future generations of urban dwellers. Stakeholder groups
have proven successful in helping government find solutions for many social problems,
but something is holding back the groups working on urban growth problems.
The question I investigated in this research is: What can be done to help stakeholder
teams working on urban growth problems to be more successful?
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CHAPTER 2

RESEARCH APPROACH
In this chapter, I develop a theory of why traditional facilitation fails to deliver
effective levels of collaboration and consensus in stakeholder groups working to develop
urban growth management strategies, and identify an alternative facilitation approach that
shows promise in the areas that traditional facilitation comes up short. By ‘traditional’
facilitation, I mean the process, methods, and tools typically used by professionally
trained facilitators in problem-solving groups.
My theory, drawn from the literature, is; the traditional facilitation process breaks
down where the problem is complex and messy, because it lacks the means to assess the
validity of anecdotal evidence. Because of this, team members are less likely to abandon
their views, and the process becomes a contest over viewpoints. What is needed is a
facilitation process that provides the means for testing diverse views and ideas in a more
objective way.
System dynamics group model building shows promise as an alternative way to
achieve a higher degree of success in groups dealing with complex and messy problems.
System dynamics is a method for managing complex and dynamic problems through the
use of simulation models. Group model building is the application of the system
dynamics approach in a group setting.

10
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Traditional Stakeholder Group Facilitation
The ‘field’ o f group facilitation is a relatively new one, emerging in the past two
decades (Robson and Beary 1995: 3). Sibbet (2002: iv) defines facilitation as “the art of
leading people through processes toward agreed-upon objectives in a manner that
encourages participation, ownership and creativity from all involved.” According to
McFadzean and Nelson (1998: 6), professional facilitation helps groups achieve levels of
effectiveness they would not have achieved if left to manage themselves.
McFadzean, Somersall and Coker (1999: 422) suggest facilitation has three phases:
pre-planning, miming the group session, and post-session output. The facilitator or team
leader’s role in the pre-planning phase is to work primarily with the problem owner to
help diagnose the problem, develop a set of shared objectives, encourage appropriate
group membership, and to gain an understanding of the organizational context
(McFedzean et al. 1999: 422). During the group session, the facilitator works to achieve
process and goal congruence, manages communication, deliberation and information
access, and works to minimize distractions (1999: 424). In the post-session phase, the
facilitator’s roles are to assist in the development of the final report (or other forms of
output), and to obtain feedback on the effort.
In the twelve facilitation handbooks, guides, and articles reviewed as a part of this
research (Bens 2005, Hogan 2003, Kiser 1998, Hacked and Martin 1993, Rees 2001,
Rees 2005, Schwarz et al. 2005, Gottlieb 2003, Justice and Jamieson 1999, Robson and
Beary 1995, Heron 1989, McFadzean 2002) the authors define, in some form, the
practice o f facilitation as being the appropriate selection and effective application of tools
and techniques that assist groups in tapping their full potential in achieving their goals.

11
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McFadzean (2002a: 463) identifies the primary considerations in selecting the tools and
techniques are the nature of task and the developmental stage the team is in. According to
Bens (2005: 155) group sessions are complex combinations of several of the following
tasks: welcome/overview; warm-up activities; needs assessment; presentations;
information sharing; planning; problem solving; relationship building; and evaluation.
Francis and Young (1992) identify the characteristics associated with the various levels
of group development (Table 1).

Stage 1
A Collection

Stage 2
A Group

Stage 3
A Developing Team

Stage 4
A High-Performing
Team

People are
cautious, guarded,
and wondering.
There is little
visible
disagreement. The
collection lacks an
identity. There is
little investment in
the group function.
People are
watching for norms
to see what is okay
or expected of
them.

The group is
developing
identity, purpose,
and interest.
People are taking
risks and getting to
know one another.
Conflict is in
nonproductive fits
and starts. Levels
o f frustration
and/or confusion
are high. People
develop pairs and
cliques.___________

The emerging team is
developing goals, roles
and relationships.
M embers are learning to
appreciate their
differences. Conflict is
usually about issues, not
about egos.
Communication is open
and clear. There is a
sense o f belonging. There
is a sense o f progress.
The team is enjoying its
work

The team is acting on
common goals with synergy,
high morale, and high
productivity. Shifting o f
roles from one to another is
easy. Differences are valued.
Members look-out for one
another’s interests. Efforts
are spontaneous and
collaborative. Members
share all relevant
information. Conflict is
frequent and often looks like
problem solving.

Table 1. Team characteristics by developmental stage (Francis and Young 1992)

According to Rees (2005) some of the most commonly used facilitation tools are:
•

Brainstorming. This technique involves capturing many ideas quickly. It is
generally characterized by a rule that prohibits judgment of any idea during
the process.

12
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• Structured rounds. This is a diseussion management technique aimed at
giving all participants a chance to eontribute. Basieally, all participants are
asked to speak in turn on a particular issue or question.
• T-Chart. This is a means to stimulate thinking where there are two sides of an
issue to be explored. A blank two column chart is drawn on a board or a flip
chart, and the group is then asked to list pros and cons, costs and benefits, etc.
• Affinity diagram. The affinity diagram is a form of T-chart for which
categories are added to the y-axis. These categories ean take many forms (i.e.
significance, impact, cost, etc.) are used to help order the T-chart content in
some useful way.
• Fishbone cause and effect diagram. The fishbone cause and effect diagram is
a chart that generally begins with an outcome. The group then builds a
hierarchy of causes and effects. When constructed horizontally the pattern of
lines connecting the causes and effects resemble the skeleton of a fish.
•

Flow charts. Flow charts are graphic depictions of something moving through
a system or a process. Flow charts can take many forms.

• Matrix diagrams. A matrix diagram is a tool used to categorizing raw data
into logical groupings. In its simplest form, a matrix diagram involves filling
in the squares formed by multiple categories on two axes of a chart.
• Ground Rules. Ground rules are the rules for member behavior during
meetings.
To summarize, traditional facilitation involves the application of some (or all) of the
facilitation tools listed above, at the discretion of the facilitator, to move a group through

13
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the stages of group development. Problem solving groups are facilitated according to the
following general steps:
•

A goal is articulated

•

Potential solutions are identified

•

The benefits and costs of the alternative solutions are identified

•

The benefits and costs are weighed

•

A strategy is selected

Bums (1995: 48) observes that an effective facilitator possesses two discrete skills:
diagnostic skill (figuring out what kind of intervention is needed) and intervention skill
(effectively applying the tools and techniques).

Why Traditional Facilitation Fails
Stakeholder groups are by definition, groups of people with diverse views. Meier
(1967) tells us that the diversity present in a group can be either an asset or a liability,
depending on whether the group is successful in integrating diverse views. Groups
achieving integration enjoy higher degrees of collaboration and consensus. Dialogue in
groups unable to integrate views becomes a contest over viewpoints. Stakeholder groups
working on urban growth problems stmggle to achieve consensus, despite being
professionally facilitated. This suggests facilitation techniques typieally applied in urban
growth stakeholder teams do not achieve the integrative function.
In examining the facilitation process, I found it does not require a group to discuss
and agree on what causes the problem. While there is a facilitation tool for exploring
causes (the fishbone diagram), it does not produce a causal theory that can be

14

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

‘operationalized.’ That is, it cannot be used to test alternatives for the effectiveness in
resolving the problem. Instead, traditional facilitation relies exclusively on a deliberative
process to synthesize anecdotal evidence. Where the subject problem is relatively simple
and clean (as opposed to messy), the traditional process may be sufficient to reconcile
diverse views. But where the problem is complex and messy, the traditional process fails
to provide the means to incorporate diverse views and/or test the validity of anecdotal
evidence. As a result, the process becomes a contest of viewpoints. Innes and Booher
(1999a: 416) suggest that the same challenges that frustrate local government complexity and fragmentation —also inhibit stakeholder groups dealing with urban
growth.

What Else Might be Done?
To move stakeholder groups closer to achieving their full potential Innes (1992: 451)
suggests more attention be paid to group process design. Innes and Booher (1999b: 149)
suggest the systems thinking approach explained by Peter Senge (1990) in his book, ‘The
Fifth Discipline,’ could help stakeholder groups working on urban growth and
development problems move beyond the complexities that inhibit their success. Senge
(1990: 14) identifies ‘system dynamics’ as a means for putting the concept of systems
thinking into practice.

System Dynamics
System dynamics is a method for managing complex and dynamic problems through
the use of simulation models. Systems models have been used to provide insight into
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system behavior, and test management alternatives. The problem solving process has
also shown benefits for group processes by facilitating the development of common
views of the problem, and accommodating varying perspectives in a productive way.
The application of the system dynamics approach in a group setting has come to be
known as group model building. Group model building has shown promise in helping
teams dealing with complex problems achieve higher levels of collaboration and
consensus. It follows that a system dynamics group model building approach may have
potential for overcoming the obstacles that inhibit higher performance in teams
developing urban growth management strategies.
System dynamics uses a particular set of tools and techniques first developed in the
1950’s by Massachusetts Institute of Technology Professor Jay Forrester for modeling
complex problems (Sterman 2000: 4). The major steps in the system dynamics method
(Sterman 2000: 86) are:
1 Problem articulation.
2

Formulation of a dynamic hypothesis.

3

Formulation of a simulation model.

4

Testing.

5

Policy design and evaluation.

The first step in the process requires defining the problem.. Because the process is
designed to deal with problems that are dynamic, the preferred method of defining a
problem is to express it in the form of a behavior over time graph. Completing this step
requires a group to develop a clear and common depiction of the problematic behavior
they are addressing, and also requires that the time-frame for which the effect of the
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policy will be measured is defined. The ‘desired behavior’ is often depicted on the same
graph, so that the story o f the problem and the desired outcome can be told in one simple
picture.
The next step (formulation of a dynamic hypothesis) involves the development of an
underlying causal theory, in other words, to identify in a qualitative way, the relationships
between variables that combine to produce the problematic behavior. In the practice of
system dynamics, this is often done graphically as a ‘causal loop diagram’. In some
cases, a conceptual model provides understanding and discernment sufficient to take
action. In other cases, a simulation model may be needed to achieve the desired level of
understanding.
The development of a simulation model involves the substitution of mathematical
equations in the qualitative model to define the relationship between variables.
Quantitative models can produce behavior over time graphs. These can be used to
validate the model (step four) by comparing output to quantitative historical behavior,
and then to project behavior, including the potential alternative outcomes that result from
policy alternatives. In this way, the outcomes, including the potential necessary trade
offs, can be assessed, leverage points can be identified, and policy alternatives can be
refined (step five).
Since the computer based tools that allow the system dynamics models to be
automated provide (among other things): for hundreds of variables, for sophisticated
mathematical functions to be used to define relationships, and for feedback loops and
delays to be incorporated into the model, the method and the tools can easily overcome
the limitations of the human mind where complex systems are concerned. Computer
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based simulation models allows a user to play ‘what i f games with different
combinations of independent variables and to see the resulting effects on the dependent
variables over time. This allows those interested in developing strategies to test
alternatives in a kind o f virtual laboratory to gain insight into what outcomes and trade
offs might be expected.
Alfeld and Meadows (1974: 48) argue that systems dynamics is particularly effective
in modeling complex systems involving multiple feedback loops and non-linear variables
over time. Sterman (2000: 39) argues that system dynamics is a “powerful method to
gain useful insight into situations of dynamic complexity and policy resistance.”
Simulation models developed using a system dynamics approach are also valuable in
testing policy options and understanding tradeoffs in a laboratory environment (Forrester
1974: 16, Barney 1974: 32, and Alfeld 1976: 49, Graham 1974: 131).
Several computer-based simulation models of urban problems have been developed
using system dynamics over the past several decades. The first such model - the Urban
Dynamics Model —was developed in the late 1960’s by Professor Jay Forrester and his
colleagues at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology to address the specific problem
of stagnation in America’s large cities (Forrester 1969).
The Urban Dynamics model was generic in the sense that is was meant to model the
problem for any city as opposed to modeling the problem in a specific city. It consisted
of three major sectors: industry, housing, and population. The ‘industry sector’ models
the growth of industry, taking into account the availability of land and the aging of
business structures. The number and types of available jobs are calculated based on the
number and age of business structures. The housing sector models the development and
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aging of housing in three classes: premium, worker, and underemployed. It models the
number and types of houses available at a given time based on the availability of land, the
aging of houses, and the make-up of the labor force as the housing customer-base. The
population sector models the growth (and decline) of the population by employment
category in response to the relative attractiveness of the city as defined by the availability
of jobs and housing, tax burden, and opportunity for upward mobility in employment.
The concept that the attractiveness of a city affects in and out migration, and that certain
variables in the model affect relative attractiveness, are key assumptions in the Urban
Dynamics Model (Alfeld and Meadows 1974: 45).
Seeded with an ‘empty’ but finite land area and with no policy intervention, the
model produces the following behavior over a 250-year time span: exponential growth in
all sectors peaking at approximately the 100-year mark, followed by 50 years of decline,
then 25 years of modest upsurge followed by a relatively steady-state for the remaining
years. In short, the model produces behavior that might be described as a century of
exponential growth terminating in overshoot and moderate collapse, followed by modest
growth that trails off into stagnation.
The model incorporates variables that allow for intervention in the form of policy on
several fronts such as: increasing expenditures on public infrastructure, providing jobtraining for the under-employed, encouraging construction of housing for the under
employed and encouraging the demolition and redevelopment of declining homes and
businesses. The response of the model to the first three is counter-intuitive. Each makes
the area more attractive to the underemployed, resulting in increased in-migration, but
because none of the three change the availability of jobs, and especially job opportunities
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that allow upward mobility, underemployment increases. More economically favorable
results are achieved where demolition and redevelopment programs are implemented.
Reaction to the Urban Dynamics Model has been mixed. Some hailed the effort as
providing the means to overcome the complexity that had previously proven intractable
(Alfeld 1995: 214), to help understand trade-offs to a degree that had not previously been
possible (Alfeld 1995: 205), and to experiment with different policies in a laboratory
environment to understand the consequences of each. But others disputed the modeling
technique and/or rejected the policy implications that emerged (Alfeld (1974: 117). In
discussing the outcome o f the first application of the model in Lowell, Massachusetts,
done under a grant from Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Louis Alfeld (1995:
202) writes: “HUD judged we had nothing to offer and urban dynamics dropped out of
academic sight, its potential contribution to resolving America’s urban crisis ignored for
the past quarter century.”
Applications in Concord in 1975, Marlborough in 1976, and Palm Coast in 1980 had
more positive results. Alfeld (1995: 207) attributed the greater use and acceptance of the
models to more interaction between the modelers and the policymakers, and a greater
understanding of the model itself by the policymakers.

Group Model Building
The development of system dynamics models almost always involves interaction
between modelers and subject matter specialists, often referred to as “clients” in system
dynamics literature. Until recently, this interaction was generally limited to the modeler
eliciting enough information from the client to develop a ‘conceptual’ model, developing
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the simulation model in relative isolation from the client, and then delivering final a
product to the client. In the late 1980’s, Vennix, working on the assumption that people
working effectively as a team will produce a superior product to people working
individually and particularly where messy problems are concerned, argued that involving
clients deeply in the model building process will enhance their effectiveness. Vennix
(1996: 2) tells us a process that effectively elicits the unique mental model that each
individual brings to the table enhances group learning. The system dynamics model
building process (Group Model Building) is one such process. According to Vennix
(1996: 5) the goals of Group Model Building are to enhance team learning as a means to
deal collectively with a messy problem, and to achieve greater degrees of consensus,
ownership, and commitment. Group model building interventions by Vennix 1996, Huz
et. al 1997, and Stave 2002, have shown the promise of group model building for
achieving these goals.
As a result, Vennix and other researchers worked to better understand individual and
group learning, and to bring greater structure to the group model building process.
Vennix (1996: 115) emphasized the role of the facilitator as key to achieving the benefits
offered by the group model building process, all the time with the intent that “the model
is the means to support the thinking process and discussion within the group.”
Richardson and Anderson (1995: 114-5) identify four critical roles beyond the facilitator
role: modeler/reflector, process coach, recorder, and gatekeeper. Anderson and
Richardson (1997) also offer detailed ‘scripts’ (routines) for preparing for and conducting
group model building sessions aligned with the system dynamics modeling process.
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In the mid I990’s, still in its nascent stage, group model building experienced a kind
o f mid-life crisis. In an article entitled: Group model building: Adding more science to
the craft, Anderson et. al (1997) reflected on what it was group model building was trying
to achieve and searched for scientific evidence that it actually was being achieved.
Several researchers responded. Huz et. al (1997) explored the ehallenges associated with
measuring effects, including the apparent fact that a group model building intervention
could take many forms, and therefore produce many and varied outcomes that occur in
multiple ‘domains’, and offered a preliminary framework for evaluating interventions.
In his Ph.D. dissertation, Huz (1998: 28) attempted to measure one potential effect of
a group model building: the alignment of mental models among group members. Based
on the assumption that alignment is a necessary precondition to successful team learning,
and enhances the opportunity to achieve a shared vision and shared mental models, Huz
(1998) tested his hypothesis by assessing participant perceptions in multiple groups
working on a public policy problem (delivery of mental health services) in four counties
in the State o f New York. The results showed that while group model building did make
a positive difference in perceptions of alignments and perceptions of understanding the
problem, it “failed to demonstrate significantly greater alignment for group model
building participants” (Huz 1999: iv).
In 1999, Vennix, (1999), clarified what group model building was trying to achieve,
focusing on the need to overcome the barriers that keep problem solving groups from
achieving effective results. He (Vennix 1999:386) suggests that what group model
building does best is to help groups overcome defensiveness and ineffective
communications that hold back groups dealing with complex problems.
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System dynamics appears to have the capacity to deal with the complexity
encountered in an urban environment. Applying system dynamics in a group setting
appears to provide the means to get beyond decisions based on anecdotal evidence alone.
It also propels stakeholder groups working on complex and messy problems to greater
levels of success.

Hypothesis
The solution I propose is: facilitating a stakeholder team charged with developing
urban growth management strategies using a group model building approach will produce
a greater degree o f collaboration and consensus than would be achieved using a more
traditional facilitation method.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS
The hypothesis I investigated is: Facilitating a stakeholder team charged with
developing urban growth management strategies using a group model building approach
will produce a greater degree o f collaboration and consensus than would be achieved
using a more traditional facilitation method. I evaluated the hypothesis using a
comparative case study approach. The general research design was developed using the
tactics recommend by Yin (1994) for case study research to achieve high levels of
reliability, and internal and external validity. For this project, they include: multiple case
studies, a detailed research protocol; multiple sources of evidence; a clear chain of
evidence; a review by a key informant; and a comprehensive case study data base.

Operationalizing the Hypothesis
The unit o f analysis is a group charged with developing urban growth management
strategies and recommendations for regional government entities. The dependent
variable is the degree o f group performance, and the independent variable is the
facilitation approach applied. However, as McFedzean and Nelson (1998: 6) argue,
many factors affect group performance. These factors include ‘inputs’, such as: the
degree to which the mission is understood and supported by the members; the unique set
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of skills and personality traits each member brings; that availability and timely delivery
of necessary resources; the rules by which the group functions, including resolving
conflict and making decisions, the effectiveness of participants with special roles; and the
nature of the relationship the group has with the sponsoring entity. In a laboratory
environment, these would be the variables that would be controlled. Because this
research makes use of real-world groups for which controlling these variables would be
impossible, they are included with the variables being measured and compared. As
Rouwette et al. (2002) pointed-out, there are also intervening variables. In the team
performance world, these intervening variables are known as ‘process’ variables. They
include factors such as: the relative effectiveness of communication; the degree of
synergy in group discussions; the degree to which diverse views are sought and valued;
and the manner by which conflict is resolved. Because performance in these variables is
a function of the ‘input’ variables, and the process variables affect outcomes, they present
a dilemma in the assessment o f team performance (reference). That is: are they an input
or an output? For the purposes of this research project, process variables are maintained
as a separate category. The ‘degree of collaboration achieved’ is a ‘process’
characteristic.
Brannick and Prince 1997: 10) tells us that no single accepted team performance
assessment tool exists because the type of team, the nature of the task, and the goal of the
assessment dictate different measures. While no single instrument exists, several
methodologies for developing measures exist. Several methodologies for deriving team
performance measures were assessed for their potential to produce valid and defensible
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results. Dickenson and McIntyre’s (1997) framework for developing teamwork measures
was selected for its scientific rigor. The steps in the methodology (1997) are:
•

Identify a model of team performance for the particular type of team

•

Use the model to identify variables to be measured in each category (input,
process, and output).

•

Identify attributes for each variable

•

Identify observable behavior for each attribute

•

Develop decision rules and a measurement scale for coding each behavior

Dickenson and McIntyre’s methodology was supplemented by Strauss and Corbin’s
(1990) grounded theory for qualitative research, which was used to develop and refine
decision rules for assessing behavior, and for coding comments.
Several researchers (Wheelan 2005; Leholm and Vlasin 2006; Dickenson and
McIntyre 1997; Hensey 2001; Keen 2003; and Innes and Booher 1999) have identified
the characteristics exhibited by successful teams. Table 1 shows the most important
characteristics in 12 categories.
Using the Dickenson and McIntyre (1997) framework, between 2 and 12 attributes
were identified for each category by separating distinctive elements of the narrative
descriptions. A total o f 74 attributes across all the categories were identified for
measurement. Gradstein’s (1984) model of group behavior (shown in Figure 1) was then
used to organize the attributes into input, process, and output (noted in column 2, tables 8
- 19). In some cases, variable categories had attributes in more than one category. For
example, in the ‘mission’ category, a ‘clearly articulated mission’ is an ‘input’ attribute,
while the ‘degree to which the mission was accomplished’ is an ‘output.’
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Variable
Category
Mission
Team Structure
and
Composition
Roles
Boundary
Management

Project
Management

Resources
Communication
Collaboration,
and
Cohesiveness
Conflict
M anagement
Decision
making Process
Commitment
Consensus

Characteristics
The mission, goals, and performance objectives are clear, shared, supported, and are used
to guide and adjust plans, deliberations, and activities.
The team is structured and populated to include the fewest number o f members necessary
to represent all relevant interests, to provide the knowledge and skills needed, and to
provide balance in terms o f interests, views, and skills.
Members roles (including leadership and facilitation) are clearly articulated, are assigned
to members with the knowledge, skill and ability to carry-out their assigned duties, and
are accepted by members. Members carry-out their duties in an effective manner.
The rules for interaction between the team and sponsoring entity and other interested
parties are clearly articulated, are understood and supported, and are followed. Members
do not feel undue pressure or coercion from forces outside the team.
The project is managed according to a plan designed to accomplish the mission in an
efficient and effective manner. The plan and associated operating procedures (including
ground rules) are clearly articulated, and are understood and supported by the members.
Implementation is monitored, evaluated, and plans and procedures are adjusted as the
team sees fit.
All resources required for the team to achieve its mission are delivered in a timely and
effective manner.
Members communicate actively, openly, and effectively with each other. All members
are engaged in discussions, and practice two-way communication (talking and listening).
Discussions are rich in breadth and substance. Diverse views are valued and sought.
Morale is high. M embers play-off each other in a manner that creates synergy and
creativity. Members recognize their interdependence. Members care about each other,
trust each other, and treat each other with respect. Members exhibit back-up behavior.
Conflict is managed and resolved in a productive (win-win) manner.
A decision making process is established and followed. Decisions are made in a
manner that is appropriate for the context, and that is supported by team members.
Issues are fully explored before a decision is made.
Members are engaged. They show-up and participate actively. Members exhibit zeal,
enthusiasm, and esprit-de-corps. M embers exhibit a sense o f responsibility and
accountability for the outputs and outcomes.
Consensus is achieved. M embers support the final product.

Table 2. Characteristics exhibited by successful teams.
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INPUTS

PROCESS

OUTPUTS

GROUP LEVEL
GROUP TASK
GROUP COMPOSITION
Task complexity
Environmental uncertainty

Adequate skills
Heterogeneity
Organizational tenure

Interdependence

Job tenure
GROUP STRUCTURE
Role & goal clarity
Specific work norms
Task control
Size
Formal leadership

ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL

GROUP PROCESS

GROUP EFFECTIVENESS

Open communication
Supportiveness
Conflict
Discussion of strategy
Weighing of individual inputs

Performance
Satisfaction

Boundary management

RESOURCES AVAILABLE
Timing & technical
consultation
Markets served

ORGANIZATIONAL
STRUCTURE
Rewards for group
performance

©

X)

Suoervisorv control

Indicates a moderated relationship

Figure 2. General model of group behavior; Constructs and measured variables
(Gladstein 1984: 502)

Case Study Selection
The two stakeholder groups selected for study are: the Land Use, Transportation, and
Air Quality (LUTAQ) Working Group; and the Clark County Community Growth Task
Force (CGTF). Both groups were formed in March, 2004 to address problems related to
urban growth in the Las Vegas Metropolitan area. Las Vegas has been one of the fastest
growing metropolitan areas in the United States for over a decade. These two cases were
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selected because of the degree to which they are similar in the task and group constructs,
different in the primary independent variable (the facilitation approach).
The LUTAQ Working Group was formed by the Southern Nevada Regional Planning
Coalition (SNRPC) to develop recommendations for land use with the goal of reducing
the adverse effects o f growth on traffic congestion and air quality. Its members were
professional planners, economic development specialists, demographers and other
specialists representing each of the cities in the Las Vegas metropolitan area, the County,
and several of the regional government entities. Membership was somewhat informal.
At times different individuals represented a particular entity, and certain entities
furnished multiple participants. Twenty seven different people attended at least one of
the Working Group Meetings, but only six attended more than half of them. Nine
individuals who attended at least one of the first five meetings also attended one of the
last five meetings. The group was facilitated through their task using a System Dynamics
Group Model Building approach. The UNLV Department of Environmental Studies
provided facilitation and model-building support under a contract with the SNRPC. The
facilitator was a contractor. The group met 36 times over a 26 month period from March
2004 - May 2006. The SNRPC Board accepted the Final Report of the LUTAQ Working
Group in May, 2006.
The Clark County Community Growth Task force was formed at approximately the
same time by the Board of County Commissioners. The mission was to “identify
desirable growth policies for the Southern Nevada Area, and prepare recommendations
for consideration by the Board of County Commissioners” (Clark County 2004: 1). It
was composed of 17 individuals representing a pre-selected set of seven interest
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categories. The group was facilitated through their task by two professional facilitators
contracted by the County. The facilitators used what might be described as a traditional
(non-modeling) facilitation approach. The CGTF met 24 times over consecutive 13
months.
Data sources (shown in table 3) were identified from products and procedures
associated with the cases. Once data sources were identified, observable behaviors were
then developed for each attribute and source (example in table 4). Data collection
instruments were then developed for each source. The relationships between all variable
categories, attributes, observable behaviors, data sources and data collection instruments
are maintained in a set of cross-referenced matrices.

Data Source

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Community Growth Task
Force
Agendas & minutes
Hand-outs & slide presentations
Charter and Process Plan
W ebsite contents
Benefit cost analysis
Final Report
11 meetings (52%) -4 5 hours
2 Live
10 on video

LUTAQ Working Group
Meeting agendas & minutes
Hand-outs & slide presentations
Model Documentation
Primer
Final Report
41 meetings (98%) all live
60 hours
5 (45% o f those attending at least 10
meetings)
2 managers

5 members (29%)
3 managers

Table 3. Data sources

Variable
Category

Attribute

Content
Analysis

Observation

Interview

M ission

Clearly
articulated

In writing?

Presented in
meeting(s)?

Mission clear?

Table 4. Data collection matrix (single entry)

30

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Innes and Booher (1999) recommend both ‘process’ and ‘outcome’ be measured in
assessing the performance of collaborative efforts, and they identify several attributes for
each category. From among these attributes, two are used as key indicators of group
performance (the dependent variable): the degree of consensus achieved; and the degree
o f collaboration achieved. These two measures were selected because the former is a
common indicator of performance in the ‘output’ category, and the latter for the ‘process’
category.
The data collection matrix was used to develop data collection instruments for each
data source. A cross reference scheme maintained the relationship between observable
behaviors and specific questions and observation guidelines in data collection
instruments. Table 2 summarizes the data collection activity for each source.

Data Collection
Data were collected for each case using three sources (content analysis, observation,
and interviews) and data collection instruments specifically designed for each.
The Community Growth Task Force (CGTF) met 24 times over a 12-month period
(see table 7). Twenty-one of these meetings were Task Force (TF) Meetings; the other
three were ‘mini-workshops’ focused on one issue area. Meeting minutes were available
for 16 o f the 21 workgroup meetings. The minutes summarized the meeting on a
comment-by-comment basis, but generally identified comments made by CGTF members
as being made my ‘a member’ as opposed to identifying the member. Video for all or part
of ten of the meetings was available. The discussions occurring on these videos were
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transcribed, and all member comments were noted by member. The combination of
minutes and video transcription provided data for 20 of the 21 Task Force meetings.

Meeting
Date

Meeting
Type

3/30/04
4/27/04
5/25/04
6/8/04
6/22/04

TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
mini-workshop
TF Meeting
mini-workshop
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
mini-workshop
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting
TF Meeting

7/21/04
7/27/04
8/17/04
8/31/04
9/28/04
10/12/05
10/26/04
11/9/04
11/16/04
11/30/04
12/14/04
1/11/05
1/25/05
2/2/05

2/8/05
2/17/05

3/8/05
3/22/05
3/29/05

Agenda

Minutes

Video

Observed
Live

Members
Present

Staff
present

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

17
17
17
14
14

23
33
40

14

34

15
16
16
15
16

28
28
28

16
15

32
22

15
13
11

31
31
26

X
X
X

X

28
36

X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

32
30

Table 5. Community Growth Task Force meetings

Two meetings were observed directly (as opposed to on video) by this researcher.
Data were collected using the instrument designed for observation for two meetings as
they occurred (3/30/04 and 6/22/04), and nine additional meetings on video.
Dozens of written documents produced by or for the CGTF were available and were
used in the content analysis phase of data collection. These included:
•

Meeting agendas and minutes (see Table 7, columns 3 and 4)
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•

Hand-outs (including the Charter and Process Plan)

•

Website contents (including member bios)

•

Copies o f slide presentations

•

Reports (including the benefit cost analysis)

•

Videos (see Table 7)

•

Final Report

The opportunity for an interview was offered to all of the Task Force members and
several staff members who participated. One-on-one interviews were conducted with 5
participants. One member requested and was granted the opportunity to respond to the
interview questions in writing. One member contacted for an interview declined (for
health reasons), and another did not respond to the request.
The LUTAQ Working Group conducted or participated in 42 meetings over a 26
month period (see Table 8). Of these, 38 of were working group meetings, one was a
sub-group meeting, and three were meetings with the Southern Nevada Planning
Directors. I observed all but the sub-group meeting. Minutes were kept for 36 of the
meetings. While the minutes were not transcripts, comments were attributed to
individual Working Group members.
Several documents related to the LUTAQ project were analyzed in the content
analysis phase of this research. These included:
•

Meeting agendas

•

Meeting Minutes (see Table 8, column 4)

•

Hand-outs

•

Copies of slide presentations
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Year

•

The LUTAQ Model and Model Documentation

•

The Primer and the Final Report
Date

Type

2/19/04
3/04/04
3/18/04
4/01/04
4/15/04
5/06/04
5/25/04

W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
Planning Directors
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
Planning Directors
W orking Group
Sub-group (RTC)
W orking Group
W orking Group
Planning Directors
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group
W orking Group

6/08/04

2004

6/23/04
7/13/04
9/16/04
10/07/04
10/14/04
10/21/04
10/28/04
11/04/04
1/20/05
1/27/05
2/02/05
2/16/05
2/24/05
3/03/05

3/28/05
4/04/05
4/13/05
5/04/05
5/11/05

2005

5/18/05
5/25/05
6/06/05
6/14/05

6/28/05
6/29/05
7/06/05
7/11/05

8/26/05
9/21/05
10/ 05/05

10/19/05

2006

2/28/06
3/22/06
4/05/06

Notes

Observed

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

Members
Present
10
10
5
6
9
4
8
10
9
13
10
10
6
7
10
7
11
9
11
10
10
8
6
5
6
8

6
7
9
11
5
4
7
10

Table 6. Land Use, Transportation, and Air Quality Working Group meetings
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The LUTAQ Working Group was less formal and significantly more fluid than the
CGTF. Since members represented entities, several changes in the designated
representative changed over the course of the project. While 27 different individuals
attended at least one Working Group meeting, only six members attended at least half of
the meetings. Interviews were offered to the 11 participants who had attended at least 10
meetings (26% o f all the meetings). Five were interviewed.

Analysis
The final step in Dickenson and McIntyre’s framework for developing team
performance measures is the development of a behavioral scale and associated set of
decision rules for each attribute. Figure 2 shows the scale and table 4 shows the decision
rules used to assign the performance level achieved for each attribute.

Not at all

0

Partially

1

Marginally

2

Largely

3

Fully

4

Figure 3. Dimensional scale; Degree to which a behavior of interest was achieved

Process Assessment
Assessing the nature of the discussion was accomplished by categorizing all the
individual comments noted in minutes, notes, or on video. A total of 1,657 comments
made during 20 of the 21 meetings of the Community Growth Task Force (traditional
facilitation), and 1,112 comments made during 40 of the 41 of the LUTAQ Working
Group (group model building) were categorized into one of five categories:
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•

Mission or process

•

Problem definition

•

Causes

•

Alternative development (including discussion of consequences)

•

Other

Source
Content
Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Not at all

Degree to which a behavior of interest was achieved
Partially
Marginally
Largely

Active
opposition
and/or
completely
inconsistent
behavior
Active
opposition
and/or
completely
inconsistent
behavior
None support

Fully

M ostly passive
opposition
and/or
inconsistent
behavior

Evenly split
support/behavior.
N o indication
either way.

M ostly passive
support and/or
consistent
behavior

Active support
and/or
completely
consistent
behavior

M ostly passive
opposition
and/or
inconsistent
behavior

Evenly split
support/behavior.
No observation
either way.

Mostly passive
support and/or
consistent
behavior

Active support
and/or
completely
consistent
behavior

Opinion split
but m ajority do
not support.

Opinion split
evenly. No
indication either
way.

Opinion split
but majority
support.

All support

Table 7. Decision rules by data source

The categories are drawn from the steps in group problem solving (Bens 2005: 210),
and from the system dynamics group model building process (Sterman 2000: 86). The
coding protocol was developed using grounded theory (Strauss and Corbin’s 1990) to
draw keywords from the data itself.
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Analytic generalization is a strategy for examining, categorizing, tabulating, or
otherwise recombining the evidence to address initial propositions of a study (Yin 1994:
102). The analytic generalization associated with this research is organized around two
questions: how do the two cases compare in the input, process and output variables, and
how do the processes compare?
The former question is answered using two sets of side-by-side tables. The first set
shows the degree each team achieved for each o f the 74 attributes at the ordinal level.
The second set provides a summary measure for each of the performance categories and
variable types (input, process, and output). The latter question is answered by deriving
histograms showing the percentage of comments by category (problem definition, causes,
alternative development, and mission/process) for each team, by meeting, over the life of
the project.

Design Validity and Reliability
The process described above is sound because it incorporates multiple tactics
designed to meet the validity and reliability tests for qualitative research. First, the
assessment was it was carried out according to a rigorous protocol that tightly links
measures, data collection instruments, and attributes, all underlain by a model of team
behavior. Second, a triangulation approach was taken in the collection and analysis of
data. Data were collected using three different methods: content analysis; observation;
and interviews. Third, grounded theory open coding procedures were used to refine
measurement criteria and document the rationale for ordinal-level assessment. Finally,
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an extensive case-study data base has been maintained. I am confident other researchers
would achieve consistent results using the research protocol described above.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS
The results of the group performance assessment are presented at two levels: the
attribute level (tables 8-19), and at the performance category level (tables 20-24). The
attribute level tables show the assessment for each team for each of the 74 attributes by
the 12 performance categories (one table for each). The performance category-level
results are presented in two sets of tables. One set (tables 25-30) shows the frequency of
measurements at each ordinal level by performance category (one set for each group).
The other set (tables 31-33) shows a side-by side comparison using a summary statistic
by performance category (one table each for input, process and output variables).
The results of the process assessment are presented as histograms showing the
percentage o f comments by category (problem definition, causes, alternative
development, and mission/process) for each team, by meeting, over the life of the project
(figure 4).
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Attribute-Level Results
Attributes
To wliat degree is the m ission articulated?
To what degree is the m ission clear?
To what degree do members share a common
understanding o f the mission?
To what degree is progress toward the mission
monitored?
To what degree is feedback regarding the
mission used to refine the mission?
To what degree do team members support the
mission?
To what degree was the mission accomplished?
Is the product supported by team members?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Input
Input

Fully
Largely

Fully
Largely

0
0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Output
Output

Marginally
Marginally

Fully
Fully

2
2

Table 8. Degree to which the groups achieved the mission related attributes
Attributes
To what degree are all important interests
represented in structure o f the team?
To what degree is the stm cture o f the group
designed to balance interests, views and skills?
To what degree are all important interests
represented by the members?
To what degree are interests balanced?
To what degree was the group structured to
include the knowledge, skills, and abilities
required carry-out the task?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Input

Fully

Fully

0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Marginally

Largely

1

Table 9. Degree to which the groups achieved the structure and composition attributes
Attributes
To what degree are roles clearly defined?
To what degree are roles clearly assigned?
To what degree are roles understood by
members?
To what degree are roles accepted by
members?
To what degree are all members effective in
their respective roles?
To what degree do members adhere to the
assigned roles?
To what degree is the team leader effective?
To what degree Is the facilitator effective?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Input
Input

Fully
Largely

M arginally
Largely

2
0

Input

Fully

Largely

1

Input

Fully

Largely

1

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Fully

Marginally

2

Input
Input

Fully
Marginally

Largely
Fully

2

Table 10. Degree to which the groups achieved role attributes
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1

Attributes
To what degree are the procedures for
interaction between the team and stakeholders
clearly articulated?
To what degree are the procedures for
interaction between the team and stakeholders
understood?
To what degree are the procedures for
interaction between the team and stakeholders
supported?
To what degree do members feel free from
undue pressure or coereion from forces outside
the team?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Input

Fully

Marginally

2

Input

Fully

Largely

1

Input

Fully

Largely

1

Input

Partially

Largely

2

Table 11. Degree to which the groups achieved the boundary management attributes

Decision Rules
To what degree is the process by which the
team will achieve its objective articulated?
To what degree do members share a clear
understanding o f the process?
To what degree is it supported?
To what degree are ground rules
articulated?
To what degree do members share a elear
understanding o f the ground rules?
To what degree are the ground mles
supported?
To what degree is the process/project plan
followed?
To what degree is progress monitored,
evaluated, and used to adjust the process as
the team sees fit?
To what degree are the ground rules
followed?
To what degree is adherence to the ground
rules monitored, evaluated, and used to
adjust the process as the team sees fit?
To what degree was the process effective
in producing the desired output?
To what degree was the process efficient in
producing the desired output?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Input

Fully

Fully

0

Input

M arginally

Marginally

0

Input

Partially

Partially

0

Input

Fully

N ot at all

4

Input

Largely

n/a

n/a

Input

Fully

n/a

n/a

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Largely

Fully

1

Input

Largely

n/a

n/a

Input

M arginally

n/al

n/a

Input

Fully

Fully

0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Table 12. Degree to which the groups achieved the project management attributes
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Attribute
To what degree are the anticipated
resources available?
To what degree are resources delivered in
a timely matmer?
To what degree are the resources supplied
effective?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Largely

Largely

0

Input

Marginally

Largely

1

Table 13. Degree to which the groups achieved the resource attributes

Attribute
To what degree do all members participate in
the discussions?
To what degree is participation balanced?
To what degree is communication effective?
To what degree is communication two-way?
To what degree is dialogue rich in substance?
To what degree are participants engaged?
To what degree do members value diverse
views?
To what degree are diverse views sought?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Process

Marginally

Largely

1

Process
Process
Process
Process
Process

Marginally
Partially
Partially
Partially
Largely

Largely
Largely
Largely
Largely
Largely

2
2
2
0

Process

Partially

Largely

2

Process

Partially

Largely

2

1

Table 14. Degree to which the groups achieved the communication attributes

Attribute
To what degree do members cooperate?
To what degree do members collaborate?
To what degree do members play-off each
other in dialogue?
To what degree is the group synergetic?
To what degree is the group creative?
To what degree is the group iimovative?
To what degree do members recognize their
interdependence?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Process
Process

Marginally
Marginally

Largely
Largely

Levels of
Difference
1
1

Process

Marginally

Largely

1

Process
Process
Process

Marginally
Marginally
Marginally

Largely
Largely
Largely

1
1
1

Process

Partially

Largely

2

Table 15. Degree to which the groups achieved the collaboration and cohesiveness
attributes
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Attribute
To what degree is a conflict management
strategy established?
To what degree is a conflict management
strategy agreed upon?
To what degree are diverse views sought?
To what degree is the conflict management
strategy implemented?
To what degree is conflict managed
productively (win-win)?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Input

Fully

Not at all

4

Input

Fully

n/a

n/a

Process

Partially

Largely

3

Input

Partially

n/a

n/a

Process

Partially

Largely

2

Table 16. Degree to which the groups achieved the conflict management attributes
Attribute
To what degree is a decision-making
process articulated?
To what degree are members clear on the
process?
To what degree is the process followed?
To what degree are issues fully explored
before a decision is called for?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels o f
Difference

Input

Largely

N ot at all

3

Input

Largely

Marginally

1

Input

M arginally

n/a

n/a

Process

Partially

Largely

2

Table 17. Degree to which the groups achieved the decision-making attributes
Attribute
To what degree Team members exhibit
passion, zeal, pride, commitment, and esprit
de corps.
To what degree are members engaged? To
what degree do members participate?
To what degree do members treat each other
with respect?
To what degree do members trust each
other?
To what degree do members exhibit back-up
behavior?
To what degree are members committed to
the project?
To what degree are members proud o f their
joint accomplishment?
To what degree does networking between
members continue after the project has
finished?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Process

M arginally

Fully

2

Process

M arginally

Largely

1

Process

Largely

Largely

0

Process

Marginally

Largely

1

Process

N ot at all

Fully

4

Input

Fully

Largely

1

Output

Marginally

Fully

2

Output

Fully

Fully

0

Table 18. Degree to which the groups achieved the commitment attributes
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Attribute
To what degree is consensus achieved?
To what degree are the decisions supported?

Variable
Type

CGTF

LUTAQ

Levels of
Difference

Output
Output

Partially
Partially

Fully
Fully

3
3

Table 19. The degree to which the groups achieved consensus

Performance Category-Level
Performance
Category
Mission
Team Structure &
Composition
Roles
Boundary M anagement
Project M anagement
Resources
Conflict M anagement
Decision-making
Process
Commitment
TOTAL
Percent

Not
at all

Partially

Largely

Fully

Mean

Std
Dev

5

1

3.2

0.4

1

3

1

3.0

0.7

1

2
3
5
2

5

3.5
2.5
3.0
2.7
2.5

0.8
1.0
1.0
0.6
1.7

2.7

0.6

4.0

n/a

Marginally

1
1

2
1

4

2

2
1

2

19
41%

0

4

6

0%

9%

13%

1
17

37%

Table 20. Frequency o f the level achievement for attributes by input variable categoryCommunity Growth Task Force
Performance
Category
Communication
Collaboration
Conflict M anagement
Decision-making
Process
Commitment
TOTAL
Percent

Not
at all

Partially

Marginally

Largely

5
1
1

2
6

1

Fully

Mean

1
1
1
5%

8
36%

3
11

50%

1
2
9%

Std
Dev
0.8

1.5
1.9
1.0

0.4
n/a

1.0

n/a

1.8
0

0%

Table 21. Frequency o f the level achievement for attributes by process variable category
Community Growth Task Force
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Not at
all

Performance
Category

Partially

Largely

Marginally

Fully

Mean

Std
Dev

2.0
1.0
3.0

0.0
0.0
1.4

2

Mission
Consensus
Commitment
TOTAL
Pereent

2
0

2

1
3

0%

33%

50%

1
1

0
0

17%

Table 22. Frequency of the level achievement for attributes by output variable category ■
Community Growth Task Force

Performance
Category
Mission
Team Structure
& Composition
Roles
Boundary
Management
Projeet
M anagement
Resources
Conflict
M anagement
Deeision-making
Process
Commitment
TOTAL
Pereent

Not
at all

Partially

Marginally

Largely

Fully

4

2

4

1
1

2

1

1

n/a

Mean

1

0.5
0.4

5
3

1

2.9

2.8

0.6
0.5

2

3

4

2.6

1.5

2

3.0
1.5

0
2.1

1.7

1.5

3.0
6

n/a

1

1

1

1

5

24

7

27%

28%

24%

1
1
19%

3
1%

Dev

3.3
3.2

3

1

Std

Table 23. Frequency of the level achievement for attributes by input variable category
LUTAQ Working Group

Performance
Category
Communication
Collaboration
Conflict Management
Decision-making Process
Commitment
TOTAL
Percent

Not
at all

Partially

Marginally

0

0

0

0%

0%

0%

Largely
8
7
1
1
3
20
91%

Fully

2
2
9%

Mean

Std
Dev

3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.4

0
0
n/a
n/a
0.5

Table 24. Frequency of the level achievement for attributes by process variable category
- LUTAQ Working Group
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Performance
Category
Mission
Consensus
Commitment
TOTAL
Percent

Not at
all

Partially

Marginally

Largely

Fully

Mean

Std
Dev

2

4.0
3.0
4.0

0
0
0

2
2
0%

0%

0%

2
33%

4

67%

Table 25. Frequency o f the level achievement for attributes by output variable category
LUTAQ Working Group

The results are summarized in three tables (Tables 20-22), one eaeh for input,
process, and output variables. The position of the marker (an inverted triangle) indicates
the performanee level for eaeh team for each category. The position of the marker
represents the mean of all o f the attributes associated with a particular performance
category. For example, in the input variable table (Table 5), under the mission category
(line 1) the position of the markers along the performanee scale (eolumn 3) represents the
eombined mean of the six attributes in this category:
•

The mission is articulated

•

The mission is elear

•

The mission understood by members

•

The mission is supported by members

•

Progress toward achieving the mission is monitored throughout the process

•

Feedback on progress is used to adjust aetivities

While there is some risk in eombining the results in this way, the purpose is to
provide a summary level assessment of the degree to which each team achieved the
eharacteristics associated with a particular variable eategory. To guard against
misleading results, measures of central tendency were ealculated for each variable
category. In only one case (the project management category and the LUTAQ Working
Group) did the standard deviation exceed one. The combination of the process being
clearly articulated (resulting in high scores), and no ground rules (resulting in low scores)
produced the large standard deviation.
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Variable
Category

Degree achieved

Attributes

Not at all

Partially

Marginally

Largely

Mission

Fully

T
V

Ttie mission, goals, and performance
objectives are clear, stiared, supported,
and are used to guide and adjust plans,
deliberations, and activities
Ttie team is structured and populated to
Team
Structure and
Composition

include ttie fewest number of members

V

necessary to represent all relevant
interests, to provide ttie knowledge and
skills needed, and to provide balance in
terms of interests, views, and skills.
Roles are clearly articulated, are assigned
to members witti ttie knowledge, skill and

Roles

ability to carry-out ttieir assigned duties,

V

and are accepted by members. Members
carry-out ttieir duties in an effective
manner.
Ttie rules for interaction between ttie

Boundary
Management

team and sponsoring entity and ottier
interested parties are clearly articulated,

▼
V

are understood and supported, and are
followed.
Ttie project Is managed according to a
plan designed to accomplisti ttie mission
in an efficient and effective manner. Ttie
plan and associated operating procedures

Project

(including ground rules) are clearly

Management

articulated, and are understood and

V

supported by ttie members.
Implementation is monitored, evaluated,
and plans and procedures are adjusted
as needed.

Resources

All resources required for ttie team to
actiieve its mission are delivered in a

V

timely and effective manner.

Conflict
Management

Decision

A strategy for resolving conflict is

V

identified, understood, supported and
followed.

A decision making process is establistied,

making

understood, supported by team members,

Process

and followed.

Commitment

Members are committed to the mission.

V

= Group Mode Building (LUTAQ Working Group)
V = Traditional Facilitation (Community Growth Task Force)

Figure 4. Relative degree of achievement; Input variables
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V

Variable
Category

Degree of achievement

Attributes

Not at all

Partially

Marginally

Largely

Fully

Members communicate actively, openly,

T

and effectively with each other. All
Communica
tion

members are engaged in discussions,
and practice two-way communication
(talking and listening). Discussions are

1

V

1

1

1-

- -

-11

rich in breadth and substance. Diverse
views are valued and sought.
Morale is high. Members play-off each
other In a manner that creates synergy
▼

and creativity. Members recognize their
Collaboration

interdependence. Members care about
each other, trust each other, and treat
each other with respect. Members exhibit

V
11___________ 11___________ 11___________ I___________
11
1

back-up behavior.
Conflict

Conflict is managed and resolved In a

Management

productive (win-win) manner.

▼
V
1--------- 1--------- 1--------- 1--------- 1
▼
V
11___________ 1I___________ 11___________ 1!___________ I1

Decision

Issues are fully explored before a

making

decision is called for.

Commitment

and participate actively. Members exhibit

Members are engaged. They show-up
zeal, enthusiasm, and esprit-de-corps.

T

▼

V
1----------------- 1--------- 1--------- 1--------- 1

= Group Model Building (LUTAQ Working Group)

V = Traditional Facilitation (Community Growtti Task Force)

Figure 5. Relative Degree of Achievement; Process Variables

Variable
Category

Attributes

Mission

The mission was accomplished.

Degree of achievement
Not at all

Partially

Marginally

Largely

Fully

V
1---------------- 1—
Consensus

Consensus was achieved

V
-■■I--------- 1—
T

V
1---------------- 1-............

—

V

accomplishment. Members exhibit
support for the final product..
1---------------- 1—

T

1

T

Members feel pride in their
Commitment

— 1

- 1 ---------------- 1-----------

= Group Model Building (LUTAQ Working Group)

V = Traditional Facilitation (Community Growth Task Force)

Figure 6. Relative degree of achievement; Output variables
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Process Assessment
Traditional Facilitation

Group Model Building

1,657 Comments

1,112 Comments

100% -|—
C

o
60% <D

Û

40% •

1

V

20% -

2

1 . TTÏIÎ llll. 1.

û_

100%

Mar-04

Jurv04

Nov-04

Mar-05

AugOS

Mar-04

Jun-04

Nov-04

Mar-05

A u^

100%
80%

60%

60%

40%

40%

20 %

20 %

CD
=3

o
0%

Mar-04

Dec-04

Mar-05

80%

80%
60%

g

I

20%

Mar-04

100%

100%

60%
60%

20%

Mar-04

Dec-04

Mar-05

Mar-05

Aug4)5

Figure 7. Percent of comments by category over the project lives
(Trend lines were added using a polynomial best-fit operation)
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION
The hypothesis I evaluate is: faeilitating a stakeholder team charged with
developing urban growth management strategies using a group model building
approach will produce a greater degree of collaboration and consensus than would be
achieved using a more traditional facilitation method. I tested this hypothesis by
eomparing to groups that appeared similar in their tasks, struetures, eonstructs, and
eontexts, but that were faeilitated differently. A comparison o f 46 attributes in nine
categories suggest similarity in ‘inputs’, including group structure, the clarity of the
mission, the clarity of any special roles, the existence of strategies for resolving conflict
and making decisions, and the commitment of the members to the mission. While there
are some differenees they favor the group facilitated by the traditional approach.
According to the Gladstein (1984) model of team performance (figure 2), the group
facilitated by traditional approach should have out-performed the group model building
team both in proeess and output. But the opposite occurred: the model building team
scored significantly higher in both categories. The model building scored at least one
level higher than the traditionally facilitated group in all of the seven collaboration
attributes assessed, and achieved eonsensus, while the traditionally facilitated group did
not.
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I compared the two processes in order to gain insight into why the difference in the
degree of success oeeurred. To accomplish this, I categorized all of the comments
made by members that were recorded on video, in minutes, or in observation notes into
one of five categories: problem definition, causes, alternative development, and
mission/process, and other. These data were arrayed in side-by-side histograms for
each category over the life of each project. The trends reveal that the traditionally
facilitated group had almost no discussion of causes, and appeared to mix discussion of
the problem and the solutions together. The discussion in the model-building group
moved sequentially through all four eategories, and the percent of discussion devoted to
each was evenly balanced. Participant comments provide additional insights into
proeess differences, and in partieular regarding the value of a simulation model as a
mechanism to integrate diverse views.

Task, Context, and Constructs Characteristics
The two groups are similar in the tasks they were assigned, in the eontexts in which
they operated, and in constructs. Regarding tasks and contexts:
•

Both groups were charged with developing strategies and recommendations
for managing urhan growth more effectively.

•

The strategies and recommendations would apply to the same geographic
area.

•

Both groups were ad-hoe teams ereated by entities made up of elected
officials and with regional management responsibilities.
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• The missions, outputs, structures, resources (including contracted
facilitators), and general process of both teams were set by high-level local
government managers.
•

Both teams were made-up of partieipants selected to represent specific, and
sometimes competing, interests.

•

Both teams were facilitated hy professional facilitators. The facilitators
were perceived by participants of both groups to be qualified.

• The teams operated during the same time-ffame for their first year.
• The teams spent approximately the same amount of time in meetings.
• Both teams produced a final report that was presented to and formally
adopted hy the elected entities that initially created the groups.
As can be expected with ‘real-world’ cases, there are differences:
• The sponsoring entities are different: the Clark County Board of
Commissioners in the case of the Community Growth Task Force, and the
Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition in the case of the LUTAQ
Working Group.
•

The rnemhers of the CGTF were generally not employees of the County
(although one member was a contractor). They were selected for their
ability to represent an interest area (environment, development, social
issues, etc.) or for their specialized expertise (public finance, academia).
The members o f the LUTAQ Working Group were local government
employees, selected for a combination of their ability to represent their
entity and for their expertise.
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•

The members of the CGTF were all selected by the County Manager. The
members of the LUTAQ Working Group were selected hy the management
of each participating entity.

•

The membership of the CGTF was fixed at 17 speeific individuals who
remained on the task force for its entire duration. The membership of the
LUTAQ Working group was more fluid. Entities would sometimes send
more than one individual to represent them, and/or substituted
representatives as the project progressed. Significant turn-over occurred
over the life o f the LUTAQ project.

•

The mission of the LUTAQ Working Group was more specific than that of
the Task Force. The LUTAQ Working Group was charged with developing
recommendations to address transportation and air quality problems. The
Task Force mission was to develop recommendation to improve growth
management.

•

The duration of the LUTAQ project was a year longer than the duration of
the CGTF project.

•

The CGTF meetings were conducted as formal, open public meetings.
Members of the public in attendance were given the opportunity to make
formal comments at the end of each meeting. Staff, representing local
government entities and departments, often outnumbered the eommittee
members at CGTF meetings by a margin of two to one (see Table 7). The
LUTAQ Working Group meetings were not conducted as formal open
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public meetings. The meetings were condueted with only the participants in
the room.
These results suggest that while there are some specific differences, the groups are
similar in their tasks and in the contexts.
The group eonstructs were compared by assessing 46 attributes in nine categories:
Mission —6 attributes (Table 8)
Team structure and eomposition —5 attributes (Table 9)
Roles —8 attributes (Table 10)
Boundary Management —4 attributes (Table 11)
Projeet Management — 12 attributes (Table 12)
Resources —3 attributes (Table 13)
Conflict Management —4 attributes (Table 16)
Decision-making —2 attributes (Table 17)
Commitment —1 attribute (Table 18)
A category-level comparison (Figure 4) reveals that the groups are similar in
construct, with a slight edge in most eategories in favor of the traditionally facilitated
group. Potentially significant differences appear in four categories. The following
explanations o f these differences are drawn from the data. The difference in the ‘roles’
category is due to the fact that the chairman of the CGTF was clearly identified and
remained in that position for the entire duration of the project. The team leader of the
LUTAQ Working Group was less clear, and appeared to he the subjeet of some
conflict. The differences in the conflict management and decision-making categories
can be explained by the faet that the Task Force identified strategies early in the process
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for each, while the LUTAQ Working Group did not. The difference in the commitment
category is due to the fact that the Task Force members were required to sign the
projeet Charter as a condition of membership. The Charter ineluded a statement
signifying support for the mission.
Applying these results to the Gradstein (1984) model of group behavior (Figure 3),
one would expect similar results in process and output variables, perhaps even a slight
edge to the traditionally facilitated group based on the difference in construct variables.
But, the groups exhibited significantly different levels of success in both the process
and output categories, and in the degrees of collaboration and consensus achieved.

Process and Output Characteristics
The degree to which each team achieved the process level attributes appears in table
Was aecomplished by assessing 20 attributes in five categories:
•

Communication —8 attributes (Table 14)

•

Collaboration —7 attributes (Table 15)

•

Conflict Management — 1 attribute (Table 16)

•

Decision-making —1 attribute (Table 17)

•

Commitment —3 attributes (Table 18)

Attribute level results for each team are found in the referenced tables. The model
building group experienced significantly higher levels of performance in all five
categories at the category-level (Figure 5). Low standard deviations (Tables 21 and 24)
suggest that the means are acceptable representations of performance at the categorylevel.
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Collaboration is one of the process categories, and is the dependent variable
identified as a proxy measure of success in group process. The model building group
achieved a higher level of collaboration than the traditionally facilitated group for all
seven attributes individually, and by more than one level for the category as a whole.
Similar results can be observed for the output variables. The outputs were
compared by assessing 6 attributes in three categories;
•

Mission —2 attributes (Table 8)

•

Commitment —2 attribute (Table 18)

•

Consensus - 2 attributes (Table 19)

Attribute level results for each team are found in the referenced tables. A categorylevel comparison (Figure 6) reveals a significant difference in outputs. The model
building group experienced significantly higher levels of performance in all three
categories. Regarding consensus, the modeling building group achieved consensus,
while thé traditionally facilitated group did not.
In summary, the two groups are similar in task, context and construct, and different
in the facilitation approach taken. The two groups achieved significantly different
levels of success in collaboration (and other group process attributes) and consensus
(and other output attributes). Because the groups were similar in many other ways, I
attribute the differences to the independent variable. These results support the
hypothesis that facilitating a stakeholder team charged with developing urban growth
management strategies using a group model building approach will produce a greater
degree of collaboration and consensus than would be achieved using a more traditional
facilitation method.
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Comparing the Processes
In order to gain insight into why the differences oeeurred, I extracted information
describing the problem solving process from the data, conducted an assessment of the
discussion that occurred in each group, and extracted and assessed comments made by
participants during interviews specific to the problem-solving proeess. The results
reveal differences in the processes. Member comments suggest that the group model
building proeess provided the means to integrate diverse views productively, while the
traditional process did not.
According to meeting minutes and agendas, the traditionally facilitated group
followed the following four step process:
1. Reaffirm a goal suggested by county staff
2. Develop alternative strategies to achieve the goal
3. Identify the potential costs and benefits associated with the alternative strategies
(using a benefit cost analysis prepared by a contractor)
4. Select a strategy and develop recommendations for how it might be
implemented.
This approach was applied to four different pre-selected issue areas, resulting in
four largely independent strategies and associated recommendations. The CGTF also
developed a set of recommendations in priority order drawn from all four categories.
The CGTF had both written ground rules and a well defined decision-making
process. Deliberations were largely free-form and were managed by the facilitator.
Flip-charts and minutes were used to capture the thoughts and ideas of members,
usually in bullet form, during deliberations. Majority and point voting were the
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primary decision-making methods for interim products. Attempts were made to
achieve consensus, but as articulated in the final report (CGTF 2005), eonsensus was
not achieved.
The histograms depicting the amount of discussion that occurred in each of four
categories in eaeh group over the life of eaeh project (Figure 7) reveal significant
differences in the proeesses the two groups followed. The graphs of the traditionally
faeilitated diseussion (column one. Figure 7) show that the group moved quickly to, and
spent most o f their time on, alternative generation. The graph depicting the amount of
discussion related to what causes the problem shows almost no discussion. The
relatively shallow degree of modulation in the trend-lines suggests the diseussion of the
problem and the solutions occurred together. This is consistent with the following
member comment, made during an interview: “We kept mixing the problem and
potential solutions in the same pot and that confused us.”
The model building group followed a six step problem solving process:
1. Define the problem (including identification of a desired outeome) in the form
of a graph of problematic behavior plotted over time.
2. Develop a causal theory depicted as a eausal loop diagram.
3. Develop a simulation model based on the causal loop diagrams and including
input variables that may alter the outcome
4. Develop alternative strategies to achieve the desired outcome.
5. Identify of the potential consequences (eosts and benefits) associated with each
alternative using the simulation model. Output is depicted as graph of behavior
plotted over time.
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6. Select a strategy, and the development of a set of associated recommendations
for how it might be implemented.
Deliberations were largely free-fonn and were managed by the faeilitator. Flip
charts and minutes were used to capture the thoughts and ideas of members during
deliberations. Four types of graphics were at different stages of the discussion;
•

Behavior over time graphs

•

Causal loop diagrams

•

Stock and flow diagrams

•

Maps

The LUTAQ Working Group had neither ground rules (written or implied), nor a
defined decision-making process. Decision-making in the LUTAQ Working Group
generally occurred without a formal eall for a decision. Rather, it occurred as
discussion threads reached their natural ends.
The graphs of the LUTAQ Working Group diseussion (column 2, figure 7) reveal
distinct modality in each of the four categories. A ‘wave action’ through the stages in
the problem solving process can be observed as the group moved through each stage of
the problem solving proeess. The surge in mission and process comments at the end of
the proeess (in both eases) ean he attributed to the groups revisiting their missions as
they deliberated on strategies and recommendations, and prepared their final reports.
The results reveal no step in the traditional problem-solving faeilitation process for
deriving a common view of what is eausing a problem. By failing to foster a eommon
view of what causes a problem, the traditional facilitation process failed to provide the
means to integrate diverse views at a critical stage of the problem solving process. This
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in turn inhibits the achievement o f consensus in assessing the benefits and costs
associated with alternatives, and selecting an alternative. The group model building
process revealed that it supplied a more complete and coherent problem solving
process. The results show balance in the discussion at each step. The tools used in the
model building group effectively integrated views at each stage. Member perceptions,
documented in interviews, support these results.
Comments by members of the Community Growth Task Force suggest that
traditional process did not help the group overcome the complexity of the problem; did
not provide the means to test alternatives; and led to a contest over views instead of a
collaborative learning environment:
•

“One lesson we learned is that the problem is incredibly complex. There is an
interdependence that people don’t understand.”

•

“We were addressing issues without knowing the full interplay of the parts.”

•

“It struck me that we didn’t really have the answers - we were really just
shooting in the dark.”

•

“The hardest thing ahout the process was the way it was mediated. On more
than one oceasion, I fomented revolts... Sometimes it worked; sometimes it
didn't.”

Comments by members of the LUTAQ Working Group suggest that the group
model building process provided the means to integrate diverse views in a produetive
way; fostered a sense of interdependenee; and ereated an environment that led to
consensus:
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•

“We had a very eclectic group —and the diversity was a good thing. The model
was a good vehicle for discussion - it was how we learned.”

•

“It would have been hard for a single person to steer it in some direction
because the model simply wouldn’t allow it.”

•

“It [the modeling process] removed the isolation. As we got into the process,
the jurisdictional boundaries disappeared and we really started looking at the
problem from a regional basis.”

•

“We achieved strong consensus because we were involved in the development
of the model - the hood was up.”

Insights
Forrester (1969) found urban problems to be complex and dynamic. Collins (1974:
6) observed that the social, economic, and environmental systems at work in an urban
area consist of many variables connected in ways that are not well understood.
Hamilton et al. (2004: 149) found government in municipal areas to be fragmented and
insular. Not surprisingly, stakeholders involved in collaborative efforts to address
urban problems come to the table with widely varying perspectives. According to
Vennix (1996) complex and messy problems inhibit group performance.
I found that stakeholder groups charged with developing urban growth management
strategies can achieve a greater degree of success where the facilitation approach
provides the means to overcome complexity and ‘messiness’. I attribute the difference
in performance to the superiority of the group model building process in integrating
diverse views. I found the group model building process required the group to clearly
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articulate the problem, develop a common view of what caused the problem, and
supplied the means to test alternatives in an objective environment. The traditional
process did not require these steps or supply an operational version of a causal theory.
The group model building process allowed members to toss-out ideas that were
incorporated into the causal theory and/or the simulation model. The process did not
require the group to accept or reject any idea. This occurred as the members used the
simulation model and observed the sensitivity of the output to the input. As them group
members observed, the model was the way the group learned. As one member of the
LUTAQ Working Group observed: “It was a great experience to find out that entities
can work together without being in it just for ‘w haf s in it for me’. Being in long range
planning, I think it gives the Las Vegas Valley a little hope for the future.”
While the findings reported here suggest that a system dynamics group model
building approach can produce higher degrees of group performance under certain
circumstances, they should not bin interpreted as a rejection of the tools and processes
associated with ‘traditional’ facilitation. These tools and processes have their place.
Zagonel (2004) found that effective group problem-solving requires a balance of
attention to the problem and the group dynamics. While the system dynamics group
model building approach assessed here appears to have provided a more effective
balance in this ease, more work remains to blend the two approaches. Group model
building needs to be a tool in every facilitator’s tool box (along with instructions on
when it is the right tool) , and the tools facilitators use to address certain group
dynamics situations need to be common tools in the group model building facilitator’s
toolbox. Perhaps the ultimate goal is the inability to distinguish the two camps.
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In 2002, Rouwette, Vennix, and van Mullekom (2002) published a meta-analysis of
group model building assessments. Of the 107 cases they examined, most were single
case studies that examined the change that occurred over time. While 88% of eases
produced ‘positive’ results, the authors raise questions about the methods and
definitions that render these results suspect, and recommend further research on how
the effects group model building interventions can be meaningfully assessed. This
research is meant to add to this body of work by offering a different approach, by
supplying an additional case, and by adding to the body of data available to assess the
effects o f a group modeling building intervention.
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APPENDIX
Mission (LUTAQ)
To what degree are the mission, goals, and performance objectives clear, shared, supported, and are used

Attribute
To what degree is
the mission
articulated?

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content
Analysis

Observation

interviews

Degree
Achieved

Yes - Mission
In writing?

Presented

verbally?

Yes - in writing

presented at

(1)

first meeting

Fully

(1.2)
Most
interview

Presented consistently?

subjects
perceived that

Member/stakeholder
To what degree is
the mission clear?

perception?

Frequency

Consistent

of questions or

across

comments indicating

documents

Consistent

the mission

over time.

was clearly
articulated

confusion about the

Largely

and generally

mission in the process?

well
understood.

To what degree
do members

Degree to which

share a common

members articulate the

understanding of

mission consistently

the mission?

Remained
consistent
throughout
process.

References to
the mission
appear in the

To what degree is
progress toward

Frequency of the subject

minutes of most

the mission

as a discussion topic?

meetings (see
comment

monitored?

distribution
chart)

the basic
tenants of the
mission. (15)

described the
mission

Largely

consistently
(1 ,2 ,4 ,5 ,6 )

References to
the mission
observed in
several
Largely

meetings
(1,2,3,4,5,7, 8,
9 ,1 0 ,1 1 ,1 2 ,
1 3 ,1 4 ,1 5 ,1 6 ,

Feedback was

feedback
mission used to
refine the

discussion of

Interview
subject

1 7 ,1 8 ,1 9 )

To what degree is
regarding the

Minimal

Frequency of the subject
as a discussion topic?

Feedback was
used

Nature of formal decision
on subject? Outcome of

support the

decision? Member

mission?

perceptions

Fully

(8,12,13,14,15,
16,17,18,19)

mission?
To what degree
do team members

used to guide
efforts.

No negative

No negative

Positive

comments found

comments

perception (1,

in the minutes.

observed.

2, 5,7,9)
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Largely

Final report
To what degree
was the mission
accomplished?

Member perceptions
Stakeholder perceptions

provides outputs
identified in
Mission

Positive
comments (20)

Positive
perception(4,

Fully

6,7 ,1 0 ,1 1 )

statement
Is the product

Member perceptions

supported?

Stakeholder perceptions

No negative

No negative

Positive

comments found

comments

perception (3,

in the minutes.

observed.

6 ,8 ,1 0 )

Fully

To what degree
has the product

Member perceptions

Adopted by

Not

been

Stakeholder perceptions

SNRPC

assessed

implemented?
To what degree
were the desired

Member perceptions

outcomes

Stakeholder perceptions

Positive

Not

perception

assessed

(21,22)

achieved?

Team Structure & Composition (LUTAQ)
To what degree is the team structured and populated to include the fewest number of members necessary to
represent all relevant interests, to provide all the needed knowledge and skills needed, and to provide balance in
terms of interests, views, and skills?
Attributes
To what degree
are all important
interests
represented in
structure of the
team (positions not
people)?

Behaviors/

Content

Conditions

Analysis

To what degree did

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

All entities

interests/stakeholders

participating in

Membership

play in how the team

the SNRPC

defined by

Sufficiently

was structured? What

were invited to

(2,3,4)

was the nature of the

send a

participating
entities.

interest assessment?

representative.

Fully

To what degree was
balancing interests
considered in
To what degree is
the structure of the
group designed to
balance interests,
views and skills?

structuring the group?
To what degree was
balancing views
considered in
structuring the group?

Designed to
balance
interests

Membership
defined by
participating
entities.

Well
structured (2,
3 ,4 )

To what degree was
balancing skills
considered in
structuring the group?
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Largely

W hile the
structure was
defined by the
participating
To what degree

entities.

are all important
interests

Perception of members

represented by the

and stakeholders.

members (people

All member
entities were
represented.

not structure)?

IVIembers
changed, some
entities supplied
more than one
participant.

Important
interests were
represented

Largely

by members
(2 .3 )

Some entities
stopped
participating
(Flood District)
Well
balanced (1,
2 ,3 , and 4).

Perception of balance
To what degree

in team structure by

are interests

members and

balanced?

stakeholders. Relative

Comment
that one
member may

Largely

have had a

balance of interests.

had a
personal
agenda (2)

To what degree
was the group
structured to
include the
knowledge, skills,
and abilities
(KSAs) required
carry-out the task?

To what degree were

Members were

knowledge, skill, and

selected by the

ability considered in

entities based

structuring the group?

on the

What was the nature of

relationship

the KSA assessment?

between tfie

Were all the required

LUTAQ mission

KSA’s present in the

and their

group?

responsibilities.
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Largely

R oles (LUTAQ)
To what degree are roles (including leadership and facilitation) clearly articulated, assigned to members with the
knowledge, skill and ability to carry-out their assigned duties, and are recognized, understood and accepted by
members. To what degree are members anc facilitators effective in carrying-out their duties?
Attribute
To what degree
are roles clearly
defined?

Behaviors/

Content

Conditions

Analysis

In writing?

Presented

verbally?

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Explained by
Members (1)

facilitator

Partially

(verbal)

Presented
consistently?

Contractor

Member/stakeholder

(model building

To what degree

perception?

facilitator)

Some confusion

are roles clearly

Frequency of

introduced at fist

over team leader

assigned?

questions or

meeting. No

(1)

To what degree
are roles
understood by
members?
To what degree
are roles
accepted by
members?

No questions in
minutes.

comments indicating

questions

confusion about
roles?

regarding roles.

Degree to which
members articulate
the roles consistently

No questions in
minutes.

Some

Some confusion

competition for

over team leader

team leader.

(1,5,6)

Largely

Largely

Group have a say?
Nature of formal
decision on subject?
Outcome of decision?

No challenges

No challenges in

in minutes

meetings.

Largely

Member perceptions

To what degree
are all members
effective in their

Member perceptions

Largely Effective

Largely Effective

Largely

respective roles?
To what degree

Frequency of

do members

instances in which

No comments

adhere to the

roles are confused or

in minutes.

assigned roles?

Member perceptions

over team lead

Partially

(1).

challenged

To what degree
is the team
leader effective?

Some confusion
No

No comments
in minutes.

No problems

Mixed

identified in

perceptions.

meetings.

Positive (1 ,5 ,6 )

Largely

Facilitator's style
To what degree
Is the facilitator
effective?

Member perceptions

No comments
in minutes.

- Prompt
discussion with
questions

Effective (2 ,3 ,4 ,
5 ,6 )

(1,2,3,4,)
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Fully

Boundary M anagem ent (LUTAQ)
To what degree are the rules for interaction between the team and stakeholders (including the sponsoring entity)
clearly articulated, understood and supported, and followed? To what degree do members feel undue pressure or
coercion from forces outside the team?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observation

To what degree

Discussed in

are the

meetings

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

(Planning

procedures for
interaction

In writing?

between the team

verbally?

Presented

Do not appear in

Directors,

writing.

SNRPC

clearly

Technical
Committee,

articulated?

SNRPC Board)

and stakeholders

Partially

To what degree
are the
procedures for
interaction
between the team
and stakeholders

Degree to which
members articulate

No dissention in

the procedures

minutes noted.

consistently

No dissention
in discussions

Largely

observed.

understood?
To what degree
are the
procedures for
interaction
between the team
and stakeholders

Nature of formal
decision on subject?

No dissention in

Outcome of decision?

minutes noted.

Member perceptions

No dissention
in discussions

Largely

observed.

supported?
To what degree
do members feel
protected from
undue pressure or
coercion from
forces outside the
team?

Member perception of
pressure or coercion.
Frequency of
comments that
indicate pressure or
coercion

No comments or
discussion

No concern for

threads that give

coercion

the appearance

expressed

of coercion.
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Largely

Project M anagem ent (LUTAQ)
To what degree is the project conducted according to a plan designed to accomplish the mission in an efficient and
effective manner, that is clearly articulated, that is understood and supported by the members, and that is monitored
and evaluated throughout the process? To what degree is feedback used to adjust the plan and the process as the
team sees fit?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Observation

Content Analysis

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

To what degree
is the process by
which the team

In writing?

will achieve its
objective

verbally?

Presented

Described in PP

Presented by

presentation

facilitator at first

(1,2,3)

meeting (1)

Fully

articulated?
Presented
consistently?
To what degree

Member/stakeholder

No comments

No dialogue

do members

perception?

observed that

share a clear

Frequency of

identified that
suggest confusion

understanding of

questions or

regarding the

confusion with the

the process?

comments indicating

process.

process.

Largely

suggests

(passive)

confusion about the
process?
Nature of formal

No comments or

No comments or

One

dialogue threads

dialogue threads

comment that

To what degree

decision on subject?

identified that

observed that

member was

is it supported?

Outcome of decision?

suggest a lack of

suggest a lack of

skeptical of

k/Iember perceptions

support for the

support for the

the mission

mission.

mission.

early on

To what degree
are ground rules
articulated?

In writing?
verbally?

Presented

Partially

No discussion of

No record of
ground rules.

ground rules

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Not at all

observed.

Presented
To what degree
do members
share a clear
understanding of
the ground
rules?

consistently?
Member/stakeholder
perception?
Frequency of
questions or
comments indicating
confusion about the
ground-rules?

To what degree
are the ground
rules supported?

Nature of formal
decision on subject?
Outcome of decision?
Member perceptions
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To what degree
is the
process/project
plan followed?

Meeting agendas

Meeting content

compared to
project plans

compared to
project plans

suggests the

indicates project

project plan was

plan was followed.

IVIember and

followed. Extra

Extra time was

stakeholder

time was required

required to use

perceptions

to use the model

the model to

to develop

develop

recommendations

recommendations

and to develop a

and to develop a

presentation and

presentation and

final report.

final report.

Largely

Member and
To what degree
is progress
monitored,
evaluated, and
used to adjust
the process as
the team sees
fit?

stakeholder
perceptions

Most meeting

Frequency of
comments related to

minutes begin with
a goal for that

monitoring and/or

particular meeting

evaluating progress?

that can be

Nature of occasions in

mapped to the

which plans and/or

process plan.

Meetings usually
involved a short
discussion of

Fully

where in the
process the team
was.

practices are adjusted
due to feedback.

To what degree

Member and

are the ground

stakeholder

rules followed?

perceptions

To what degree
is adherence to
the ground rules
monitored,
evaluated, and
used to adjust
the process as
the team sees
fit?

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Model was
produced and

Model was

certified by
independent

certified by
independent

evaluation. Model

evaluation. Model

n/a

Member and
stakeholder
perceptions
Frequency of
comments related to
ground rules? Nature

Self policing
(3)

Fully

of occasions in which
plans and/or practices
are adjusted due to
feedback.

To what degree

produced and

was the process

Member and

was used to

was used to

effective in

stakeholder

develop

develop

producing the

perceptions

recommendations.

recommendations.

desired output?

Final report and

Final report and

recommendations

recommendations

were accepted by

were accepted by

the SNRPC
Board.

the SNRPC

Effective (1,
2 ,5 ,6 ,7 ) .

Fully

Board.

To what degree
was the process

Member and

efficient in

stakeholder

producing the

perceptions

Little problem

Number of

with time (1,

meetings

6)

desired output?
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Largely

R esou rces (LUTAQ)
To what degree are resources determined to be necessary for the team to achieve its mission delivered in a timely
and effective manner?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

To what
degree are the

To what degree were

anticipated

needed resources

resources

identified up front?

available?
To what

Member and

degree are

stakeholder perceptions

resources

Frequency and nature

delivered in a
timely
manner?

of comments related to

To what
degree are the
resources
supplied
effective?

the timely delivery of
resources
Member and
stakeholder perceptions
Frequency and nature
of comments related to
the effectiveness of
resources

Content Analysis

Observation

No comments in

No comments in

the minutes
indicating a

the minutes
indicating a

problem with

problem with

delivery of

delivery of

resources.

resources.

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

No comments
indicating a
problem with

Largely

delivery of
resources.

No comments

No comments

No comments

indicating a

indicating a

problem with

problem with

indicating a
problem with

timeliness of

timeliness of

timeliness of

resources.

resources.

resources.

No comments

No comments

No comments

indicating a
problem with

indicating a
problem with

indicating a
problem with

effectiveness of

effectiveness of

effectiveness of

resources.

resources.

resources.

Largely

Largely

Communication (LUTAQ)
To what degree do members communicate actively, openly, and effectively with each other? To what degree are
members engaged in discussions, and practice two-way communication (talking and listening)? To what degree is

Attribute
To what degree
do all members
participate in the
discussions?

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content /\nalysis

Member and

M ost-

stakeholder

Participation

perceptions Number

comment

of comments by

assessment.

member by meeting
Member and

To what degree
is participation

stakeholder

balanced?

comments by member

perceptions Percent of

is
communication
effective?
To what degree
is
communication
two-way?

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Some
unevenness.

Largely

Most participated

M ostParticipation

Balance

comment

perceived

Largely

assessment.

by meeting
To what degree

Observation

Member and

Achieved
Largely

stakeholder

common view

Largely

over time (5)

perceptions
Member and
Largely

stakeholder
perceptions

Back and forth
(1,6)
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Largely

Mixed

Member and
To what degree

stakeholder

are participants

perceptions Number

engaged?

of comments by

perceptions.
Attendance

Largely

Engaged (3)
Could have been

Largely

more engaged

member by meeting

(4)
To what degree
do members
value diverse
views?

Member and
stakeholder

Largely

Valued (1)

Largely

perceptions
Facilitator

To what degree

Member and

prompted

are diverse views

stakeholder

discussion by

sought?

perceptions

asking

Collaborative (3,
6)

Largely

questions.

Cooperation, Collaboration, & C o h esiv en ess (LUTAQ)
To what degree Team members cooperate and collaborate? To what degree do members play-off each other in a
manner that produces group learning, synergy, creativity, and innovation in solving problems? To what degree do

Attribute

Behaviors/

Content

Conditions

Analysis

Observation

Interviews

To what degree

Member and

Positive

do members

stakeholder

perceptions (1,

cooperate?

perceptions

3 .4 )

Member and
Collaborate?

stakeholder

Positive
perceptions (1,

perceptions

3 ,4 )

Play-off each
other in dialogue?

Member and
stakeholder
perceptions

Playing off (2,5,

Positive

7 .9 ,1 0 )

perceptions (3 )

To what degree is

Member and

Synergy

Positive

the group

stakeholder

(Examples: 2,5 ,

perceptions (1,

synergetic?

perceptions

9)

3 ,4 )

Creative?

stakeholder

Positive
perceptions (2,

perceptions

7)

Member and

Member and
Innovative?

stakeholder
perceptions

Innovation (7,8,

Positive

10,11)

perceptions ()

Degree
Achieved
Largely

Largely

Largely

Largely

Largely

Largely

Member and
To what degree

stakeholder

do members

perceptions

Interdependence

recognize their

Frequency and nature

(6 ,1 0 ,1 1 )

interdependence?

of comments related

Positive
perceptions (2,
3 ,6 )

to interdependence
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Largely

Conflict M anagem ent (LUTAQ)
To what degree are diverse views sought? Valued by members? To what degree is conflict is managed and

Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

To what degree
is a conflict
management
strategy

In writing?
verbally?

Presented

No reference to a
process in the
minutes

Nature of formal
Agreed upon?

Outcome of decision?
Member perceptions

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

No discussion of
a strategy

Not at all

observed in
meetings.

established?
decision on subject?

Observation

No reference to a
process in the
minutes

No discussion of
a strategy

n/a

observed in
meetings.
Facilitator asked
open ended
questions to

To what degree
are diverse
views sought?

encourage
discussion.

Member and
stakeholder

Facilitator

perceptions.

Largely

sometimes

Frequency and nature

assumed role of

of calls for other

devil's advocate

views?

to encourage the
consideration of
alternative
views.

To what degree
is the conflict

Group resolved

Member perceptions.

management

Behavior during

strategy

conflict

disagreement
through dialogue

Largely

(1.2)

implemented?
To what degree
are conflicts
managed

Effective

Member perceptions

resolution (1)

productively
(win-win)?
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Largely

Decision-making P rocess (LUTAQ)
T o w h a t degree are issues fully explored be fore a decision is m ade? T o w h a t degree is the decision process

appropriate for the context? To wfiat degree is the decision-making process supported by team members? To what

Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

To what degree
is a decision

In writing?

making process

verbally?

Presented

No reference in
minutes

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

No discussion
Not at all

observed in
meetings

articulated?
Presented
consistently?
Member/stakeholder
To what degree

perception?

are members

Frequency and nature

clear on the

of questions or

process?

comments indicating
confusion about the

No questions or

No questions or

comments

comments
related to clarity

related to clarity
of process found
in the minutes.

neutral

of process
observed.

decision-making
process?
No questions of
To what degree
is the process
appropriate fro
the context?

Member and
stakeholder
perceptions

comments
regarding
appropriateness
of the process in
the minutes.

To what degree
is the process
followed?
To what degree
are issues fully
explored before
a decision is
called for?

No questions of
comments
neutral

regarding
appropriateness
observed.

Member and
stakeholder
perceptions Behavior

n/a

n/a

n/a

Fully explored

Fully explored

at decision-points
Member and
stakeholder
perceptions Behavior
at decision-points
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n/a

Commitment (LUTAQ)
To what degree Team members exhibit passion, zeal, pride, commitment, and esprit de corps. To what degree are
members engaged? Participate? They treat each other with respect? Exhibit trust? Care about each other? To
what degree do members exhibit back-up be havior when the need arises?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

To what degree
Team members

Achieved

exhibit passion,

(1.4,5,7,8,9,

zeal, pride,

Fully

12,14,15,16,17)

commitment, and
esprit de corps.
To what degree

Engaged

are members
engaged? To what
degree do

Planning

(4,8,9,11,12,14,

Directors

15) Not
everyone

engaged (1)

members

engaged (13)

participate?
To what degree do
members treat
each other with
respect?

Largely

Perceptions of

No comments

members and

that exhibit

stakeholders

disrespect.

No disrespect
observed

To what degree do

Largely

Trust developed

members trust

(6,7)

each other?
Care about each

Glued together

other?

(16)

To what degree do

Team lead

members exhibit

change (16)

back-up behavior?

Largely

Largely

Fully

Committed
(4,8,9,11,12,14,

To what degree
are members

15) Not
everyone

committed to the
project?

Largely

committed (13)

To what degree
are members
proud of their joint

Pride (1)

Pride (4,
6,10,11,17)

Fully

accomplishment?
To what degree
does networking

Networking

between members

continued (1,

continue after the

14,15,17)

project has
finished?

75

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Fully

C on sen su s (LUTAQ)
Attribute

To what degree
is consensus
achieved?

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

No formal

Mem ber and

consensus

stakeholder

decision called

perceptions Behavior

Agreement (2,3)

Largely

for. Agreement

at decision-points

(13)

Member and
To what degree

stakeholder

are the decisions

perceptions Comments

supported?

indicating support or

Agreement
(4,5,6)

non-support
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Largely

Mission (CGTF)
To what degree are the mission, goals, and performance objectives clear, shared, supported, and are used
throughout the process to guide and adjust plans, deliberations, and activities?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis
Yes - In writing in

To what degree
is the mission
articulated?

In writing?

Presented

verbally?

Charter (2),
presentations,
minutes and Final
Report.__________

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Yes - Mission
presented at

Fully

first meeting (1,
2, and 3).
Most interview
subjects
perceived that

Presented
consistently?
Member/stakeholder
To what degree
is the mission
clear?

perception?
Frequency of
questions or
comments indicating
confusion about the
mission in the

Fairly consistent
Fairly consistent

across

across document
Some questions

presenters.

and comments

Some questions
and comments

during

during

deliberations

deliberations

regarding scope

regarding scope
and definitions.

process?

the mission was
clearly
articulated and
generally well
understood (2,
3 ,6 ,1 1 ,1 5 ,2 1 ,

Largely

and 26). Some
subjects alluded
to hidden
motives (29,
30). Growth not
defined until
9/04 (7).
Interview
subject
described the
mission fairly

To what degree
do members
share a common
understanding of
the mission?

Remained

Degree to which
members articulate

consistent

the mission

throughout

consistently

process.

Minimal

consistently (2,

discussion of

3 ,5 ,1 1 ,1 5 , and

the basic

21). Some

tenants of the

subjects alluded

mission. (15)

to hidden

Largely

motives (29,
30). Growth not
defined until
9/04 (7).
References to
References to the

To what degree
is progress

Frequency of the

toward the

subject as a
discussion topic?

mission
monitored?

mission appear in
the minutes of
most meetings
(see comment
distribution chart)

the mission
occur in the

Mission was

video of most

referenced

meetings (4,6,

during

9 ,1 0 ,1 1 , see

deliberations to

comment

guide efforts (4)

distribution
chart)________
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Largely

Feedback was
used to clarify
(but not refine)
To what degree

Feedback was

is feedback

used to clarify (but
not refine) the

regarding the
mission used to
refine the

Frequency of the
subject as a
discussion topic?

mission?

scope (4) and to

the scope (8,
12) and to
refine the
content (13,

refine the content

14). Mission

(5)

modified by

Mission
modified by
feedback on

Largely

growth as an
assumption (12)

feedback on
growth as an
assumption (16)
All signed
Charter (5).
Majority
To what degree
do team
members
support the
mission?

Nature of formal
decision on subject?
Outcome of decision?
IVIember perceptions

supported and
All signed Charter
(requirement of

perceived wide
support. Some

participation)

questioned

Largely

efficacy,
particular after
the fact (7,19,
and 20.
Mixed
perceptions:
Met (10). Not
Final report

perfect, but

provides outputs

acceptable (9,

To what degree

IVIember perceptions

was the mission

Stakeholder

identified in

23 ,25). Falls

accomplished?

perceptions

Charter (3). B/C

short (1).

analysis marginal

Incomplete (7).

Marginally

Disagreement
(8 ,1 1 ,2 8 ). Did
not meet (32)
Mixed

Is the product
supported?

IVIember perceptions
Stakeholder
perceptions

perceptions:
Met (10). Not
perfect, but

Final report states
that not all

Some
discomfort with
the way the

members agree

product is

23, 25). Falls

with

presented in

short (1).

recommendations

terms of being

Incomplete (7,

(1)

supported by all

17).

members.(17)

Disagreement

acceptable (9,
Marginally

(8 ,1 1 ,2 8 ). Did
not meet (32)
To what degree
has the product

been
implemented?

Member perceptions
Stakeholder

Referenced by
Adopted by BCC

perceptions

BCC m em bers

in subsequent

Marginally

meetings (14).

To what degree
will the product

Member perceptions

produce the

Stakeholder

desired

perceptions

Not
assessed

outcomes?
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Team Structure & Composition (CGTF)
To what degree is the team structured and populated to include the fewest number of members necessary to
represent all relevant interests, to provide all the needed knowledge and skills needed, and to provide balance in
terms of interests, views, and skills?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observations

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

To what
degree are all

To what degree did

important

interests/stakeholders

interests

play in how the team

represented in

was structured? What

structure of the

was the nature of the

team (positions

interest assessment?

Broad interests
were
represented (2,

Fully

6 , 7 ,8 ,9 , and
11).

not people)?
To what degree was
balancing interests
To what
degree is the
structure of the
group designed
to balance
interests, views
and skills?

considered in
structuring the group?

Members were

To what degree was

selected for

balancing views

knowledge and

considered in

differing

structuring the group?

perspectives

To what degree was

(1)

Purposely trying
to balance
interests (10)

Largely

balancing skills
considered in
structuring the group?

To what
degree are all
Important

important
interests

Perception of members

interests were

represented by

and stakeholders.

represented by

the members

Largely

members (12)

(people not
structure)?
To what
degree are
interests
balanced?

To what
degree was the
group
structured to
include the
knowledge,
skills, and
abilities (KSAs)
required carry
out the task?

Well balanced

Perception of balance

(6 ,9 ).
Environmental

in team structure by
members and

community

stakeholders Relative

Largely

under

balance of interests.

represented (2)
Members were
selected

To what degree were
knowledge, skill, and

Members were

ability considered in

selected for

structuring the group?

knowledge and

What was the nature of
the KSA assessment?

differing
perspectives

Were all the required

(1)

KSA’s present in the
group?

because of
predictable
behavior (12);
willingness to be
open minded
(1). Expertise
needed
questionable (3,
11).
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Partially

R oles (CGTF)
To what degree are roles (including leadership and facilitation) clearly articulated, assigned to members with the
knowledge, skill and ability to carry-out their assigned duties, and are recognized, understood and accepted by

Attributes
To what degree
are roles clearly
defined?

Behaviors/
Conditions
In writing?
Presented verbally?

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Chair and
Fully

facilitator roles
defined (1)
Chairman is

To what degree
are roles clearly

Presented

identified as such

consistently?

in the minutes of
all meetings. Co-

Facilitator

(general

identified (2,3)

descriptions)

assigned?

Member/stakeholder
perception?

To what degree

Frequency of

No comments or

No comments

are roles

questions or

questions related

or questions

understood by

comments indicating
confusion about roles

to roles in the

related to roles

minutes.

in the video

Facilitators

Largely

Chairman and

identified (2)

members?

Fully

Group have a say?
To what degree

Nature of formal

are roles

decision on subject?

accepted by

Outcome of

members?

decision? Member

Chair and
No challenges

No challenges

facilitators
appointed by

Fully

CM (2,11)

perceptions
Uneven
participation (8).
Some members

To what degree
are all members
effective in their

Member perceptions

Uneven

Uneven

participation

participation

respective roles?

stuck to
parochial

Largely

interests ().
Confusion/conce
rn over member/
consultant (1)

To what degree

Frequency of

do members

instances in which

No apparent

No apparent

adhere to the

roles are confused or

confusion

confusion

assigned roles?

challenged

To what degree
is the team

Fully

Chairman

Member perceptions

effective (8)

leader effective?

Fully

Mixed
Facilitator’s
style not
To what degree
Is the facilitator
effective?

particularly
effective at

Member perceptions

encouraging
participation or
obtaining
consensus

perceptions of
facilitator
effectiveness (4,
5, 7, and 10)
and consultant
effectiveness (1,
3, and 4).
Facilitator seen
as schedule
driven (8,9,10)
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Marginally

Boundary M anagem ent (CGTF)
To what degree are the rules for interaction between the team and stakeholders (including the sponsoring entity)
clearly articulated, understood and supported, and followed? To w hat degree do members feel undue pressure or
coercion from forces outside the team?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

To what degree

between the
team and

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Interaction with

are the
procedures for
interaction

Observation

CGTF operate
In writing?

Presented

verbally?

under the open
meeting law (2).
Interaction with
state clarified (3).

stakeholders
clearly

public through
Leid Institute
Round-tables

Fully

clarified (1).
Interaction with
b/c consultant
clarified (2)

articulated?
To what degree

No questions or

are the
procedures for

Degree to which

No questions or

requests for

interaction

members articulate the

requests for

clarifications

between the

procedures

clarifications found

observed in

team and

consistently

in minutes.

video of

Fully

meetings.

stakeholders
understood?
To what degree
are the
procedures for

Nature of formal

interaction

decision on subject?

between the

Outcome of decision?

team and

Member perceptions

No objections
found in minutes
of meetings

No objections
observed in

Fully

video of
meetings.

stakeholders
supported?
Mixed: Several
subjects
suggest goal of

One member

To what degree

the staff was to

do members

Member perception of

suggests goal of

feel undue

pressure or coercion

the staff was to

Mixed

pressure or

Frequency of

get endorsement

perceptions on

coercion from

comments that indicate

of already

coercion (3,5)

forces outside

pressure or coercion

developed plans

the team?

(3).

get
endorsement of
already

Partially

developed plans
(). Mixed
perceptions on
coercion (1,2,3,
4 , 5 ,6 ,7 ,8 )

To w hat degree
are the
procedures for
interaction
between the

Actions that appear
inconsistent.

None noted in
minutes.

team and

None observed
in video of
meetings.

stakeholders
followed?
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Fully

Project M anagem ent (CGTF)
To what degree is the project conducted according to a plan designed to accomplish the mission in an efficient and
effective manner, that is clearly articulated, that is understood and supported by the members, and that is monitored
and evaluated throughout the process? To what degree is feedback used to adjust the plan and the process as the
team sees fit?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

To what degree
by which the

generally in the
In writing?

Presented

verbally?

Charter (1).
Described in
more detail in PP

Presented
consistently?
To what degree

Member/stakeholder

Several
comments and

do members

perception?

dialogue threads

share a clear

Frequency of

identified that

understanding

questions or

suggest confusion

of the process?

comments indicating

regarding the

confusion about the

process ()

Nature of formal

of the ground
rules?

observed that
confusion
regarding the

suggest

suggest
frustration with

frustration with

process

Oparticularly

particularly with

Oparticularly

with the need to

with the need to

a general

have a general

have a general
discussion of

discussion of

discussion of

groiwth ()

growth ()

grovrth ()
Presented by
facilitator at first
meeting (4)

perception?

No questions or

No questions or

Frequency of

requests for

requests for

questions or

clarification

clarification

comments indicating

located in

observed in

confusion about the

meeting minutes.

meeting video.

verbally?

the process

the need to have

‘points of protocol'
in the Charter (3).

Presented

Several
comments that

observed that

Described as

In writing?

Marginally

suggest

identified that

process (),

understanding

dialogue threads

comments and
dialogue threads

Outcome of decision?

share a clear

comments and

dialogue threads

decision on subject?
Member perceptions

Several

Several

is it supported?

do members

Fully

meeting (1,2,3)

comments and

To what degree

To what degree

Presented by
facilitator at first

Several

suggest
frustration with

articulated?

Degree
Achieved

process ()

process?

are ground rules

Interviews

presentation (5)

articulated?

To what degree

Observation

Described

is the process
team will
achieve its
objective

Content Analysis

Partially

Fully

Member/stakeholder

Largely

ground-rules?

To what degree

Nature of formal

Members
indicated support
by signing the

are the ground

decision on subject?

Charter.

rules

Outcome of decision?

challenges of

observed in

supported?

Member perceptions

ground rules

meeting video.

No

No challenges of
ground rules

No opposition
voiced.

located in
meeting minutes.
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Fully

To what degree

is the
process/project
plan followed?

IVIember and
stakeholder

Largely

Largely

perceptions
Member and

To what degree

stakeholder

is progress

perceptions Frequency

monitored,

of comments related to

evaluated, and

monitoring and/or

used to adjust

evaluating progress?

the process as

Nature of occasions in

the team sees

which plans and/or

fit?

Largely

Largely

Largely

practices are adjusted
due to feedback.
Not all members
attended all

meetings (see
attendance
chart). Not all
To what degree

Member and

are the ground
rules followed?

stakeholder
perceptions

Not all members

members

attended all
meetings (see

arrived on time.
Members were

attendance chart).

respectful to

Some members
not open

Largely

minded

each other,
limited side
conversations,
and kept cell
phones off.
To what degree

Member and

is adherence to

stakeholder

the ground rules

perceptions Frequency

No reference to or

monitored,

of comments related to

indication of

evaluated, and

ground rules? Nature

monitoring of

used to adjust

of occasions in which

ground rules in

the process as

plans and/or practices

meeting minutes.

the team sees

are adjusted due to
feedback.

fit?

No indication of
Marginally
(passively)

monitoring of
ground rules in
meeting video.

Mixed. N o tToo much
To what degree

emphasis on

was the process

Member and

effective in

stakeholder

producing the

perceptions

Emphasis on
schedule.

desired output?

schedule.
Didn't provide

Partially

time for
discussion.
Discussion cut
off prematurely.

To what degree
w a s the process

M em ber and

efficient in

stakeholder

producing the

perceptions

Largely

Largely

desired output?
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Largely

R esources (CGTF)
To what degree are resources determined to be necessary for the team to achieve its mission delivered in a timely
and effective manner?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

To what
degree are the

To what degree were

anticipated

needed resources

resources

identified up front?

County staff to

All resources

furnish support

are available

Fully

available?
No comments
Member and

regarding

stakeholder
perceptions

No comments
not being delivered

delivered in a

Frequency and nature
of comments related

timely manner?

to the timely delivery

in the minutes.

To what
degree are
resources

regarding resource
in a tim ely manner

of resources

resource not
being delivered

B/C Consultant

in a timely
manner

a timely manner

observed in

(1)

provided info in

Fully

video of
meetings.
Mixed comments

Member and

regarding

To what

stakeholder

accuracy of

degree are the
resources

perceptions

information

Frequency and nature
of comments related

provided by the
contractor

to the effectiveness of

supplying the

supplied
effective?

resources

benefit/cost
analysis

Mixed

Mixed

comments

comments

regarding

regarding

accuracy of

accuracy of

information

information

provided by the
contractor
supplying the

provided by the
contractor
supplying the

benefit/cost

benefit/cost

analysis.

analysis. (2)

Marginally

Communication (CGTF)
To what degree do members communicate actively, openly, and effectively with each other? To what degree are
members engaged in discussions, and practice two-way communication (talking and listening)? To what degree is

Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

To what degree

Member and

do all members
participate in

stakeholder
perceptions Number

Uneven
participation (see

the

of comments by

discussions?

member by meeting

To what degree

stakeholder

is participation

perceptions Percent of

balanced?

comments by member
by meeting

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Uneven
participation

Uneven

comment analysis)

(see comment
analysis)

participation

Imbalance

Imbalance

Partially

Member and

To what degree
is
communication
effective?

Conversation
Member and

between members

stakeholder

was limited (see

perceptions

discussion thread
analysis)

Mixed
perceptions (4)

Partially

Conversation
between
members was
limited (see
discussion

General
perception of
effectiveness

thread analysis)
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Partially

To what degree
is
communication
two-way?

Conversation
Member and

between members

stakeholder

was limited (see

perceptions

discussion thread
analysis)

To what degree

Member and

is dialogue rich

stakeholder

in substance?

perceptions

Conversation
between
members was
limited (see
discussion

Mixed
perceptions (1,

Partially

2)

thread analysis)
Concern
expressed for

Partially

shallowness (1,
3)

Member and
To what degree

stakeholder

are participants

perceptions Number

engaged?

of comments by

Mixed
perceptions (1)

Largely

member by meeting
To what degree
do members
value diverse
views?

Member and
stakeholder
perceptions

No direct calls

Mixed

for other views.

perceptions (2).

Partially

Not observed.
Facilitator
To what degree

Member and

are diverse

stakeholder

views sought?

perceptions

seemed to
No indications in
minutes

discourage

Partially

additional
comments
(“Anyone
else?”)

Collaboration (CGTF)
To what degree Team members cooperate and collaborate? To what degree do members play-off each other in a
manner that produces group learning, synergy, creativity, and innovation in solving problems? To what degree do
members recognize their interdependence?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Minimal group
discussion in

To what degree

Member and

do members

stakeholder

cooperate?

perceptions

advance of

Meeting format

decision
meetings. (See

inhibited group
discussion. No

comment

appearance of a

analysis). No

lack of

comments that

cooperation.

Mixed
perceptions
(1,6

indicated a lack of
cooperation.
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Partially

Minimal group

k/lember and
Collaborate?

stakeholder
perceptions

discussion in
advance of

Meeting format

decision
meetings. (See

inhibited group
discussion. No

comment

appearance of a

analysis). No

lack of

comments that

cooperation.

Mixed
perceptions (1,

Partially

6, 11)

indicated a lack of
cooperation.
Minimal group
discussion in
Meeting format

advance of
Play-off each

Member and

other in

stakeholder

dialogue?

perceptions

decision

inhibited group

meetings. (See

discussion. No

comment

appearance of a

analysis). No
comments that

lack of
cooperation.

Mixed
perceptions (9,

Partially

10)

indicated a lack of
cooperation.
Minimal group
discussion in
advance of
To what degree

Member and

is the group
synergetic?

stakeholder
perceptions

Meeting format

decision

inhibited group

meetings. (See
comment

discussion. No
appearance of a

analysis). No
comments that

lack of

Mixed
perceptions (4,

Partially

7)

cooperation.

indicated a lack of
cooperation.
Member and
Creative?

Little interaction.

stakeholder
perceptions

Innovative?

To what degree
do members
recognize their
inter
dependence?

Partially

Little synergy.

Member and

Minimal changes

stakeholder

to staff

perceptions

recommendations

Partially

Member and
stakeholder

Mixed
perceptions (3,

perceptions Frequency
and nature of

6, 7, 9)

comments related to
interdependence
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Partially

Conflict M anagem ent (CGTF)
To what degree are diverse views sought? Valued by members? To what degree is conflict is managed and

Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observations

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Consensus
decision-making
concepts (levels,
steps, tips) in PP

To what degree
is a conflict
management
strategy

In writing?

Presented

verbally?

Presentation (1).
Clarified (and
modified to include
majority voting) in

established?

response to a
member question in

Goal: seek
consensus first.
If fails, use
majority

Fully

opinion.
Presented
verbally at first
meeting (4).

8/31/04 meeting (4)
No active

Agreed upon?

Members agreed to

agreement

Nature of formal

strive for consensus

called for or

decision on subject?

by signing Charter

observed in

Outcome of decision?

(6). No

meeting video.

f/lember perceptions

disagreement

No

noted.

disagreement

Fully

observed.
Member and
To what degree
are diverse
views sought?

stakeholder
perceptions
Frequency and nature
of calls for other
views?

No indication that
alternative views
were actively
sought in meeting
minutes.

Not observed.
Facilitator did
not actively
seek alternative
views (“Anyone
else?”)

Mixed
perceptions (1,
2 , 3 , 4 , 5 , 6 , and
7). Some

Partially

conflicts not
resolved (1,5,
6)

Many potential
conflicts were dealt
with effectively in
the dialogue (1,2,
To what degree
is the conflict
management
strategy
implemented?

and 3) Majority
Member perceptions
Behavior during

voting primary

conflict

technique noted in

decision-making
the minutes.
Conflicts were
sometimes deferred
for lack of

Conflicts were
sometimes
deferred for lack
of information
(1 ,2 ). Majority
voting primary
decision-making
technique
observed in

Mixed
perceptions (1,
2 , 3 ,4 ,5 ,6 , and
7). Some

Partially

conflicts not
resolved (1,5,
6)

meetings.

information (4,5).
Some
To what degree
is conflict
managed
productively
(win-win)?

Member perceptions

Final report states

discomfort with

Mixed

that not all
members agree

the way the
product is

with

presented in

perceptions (1,
2, 3 ,4 , 5, 6, and
7). Some

recommendations

terms of being

conflicts not

(7)

supported by all

resolved (1,5,6)

members (3)
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Partially

Decision-making P rocess (CGTF)
To what degree are issues fully explored before a decision is made? To what degree is the decision process
appropriate for the context? To what degree is the decision-making process supported by team members? To what

Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Consensus
decision-making
concepts (levels,

To what

steps, tips) in PP

degree is a
decision

In writing?

making

verbally?

Presented

process
articulated?

Presentation (1).
Clarified (and
modified to include
majority voting) in
response to a
member question in

Goal and
process
(consensus
first, majority

Discussion was

opinion second)

helpful (2)

Largely

presented
verbally at first
meeting (1).

8/31/04 meeting (4)

To what
degree are
members clear
on the
process?

Presented

Several

consistently?

comments

k/lember/stakeholder

made in videos
suggesting

perception?
Frequency and nature
of questions or
comments indicating

Question regarding
process in minutes
on 8/31/04 (4)

confusion about the

confusion about

Mixed reviews

the decision

(4)

Largely

making process
(7 ,1 1 ,1 3 ,1 4 ,

decision-making

1 5 ,1 9 ,2 0 ,2 1 ,

process?

22

To what
degree is the

Member and

process

stakeholder

appropriate fro

perceptions

Appropriate

Largely

Strived for

Partially (no

the context?
Majority voting
primary
decision
making
To what

Member and

degree is the

stakeholder

process

perceptions Behavior

followed?

at decision-points

Majority voting

technique

primary decision

observed in
meetings. (4,5,

making technique
noted in the minutes
(4 ,7 ,8 , and 9).

12,14).
Facilitator: Do

consensus,

real attempt

used majority
voting (3).

to achieve
consensus)

we have
consensus?
Show of hands
(17).
Frequent

To what
degree are

issues fully
explored
before a
decision is
called for?

Member and
stakeholder

Frequent comments
that suggest
insufficient

comments that
suggest
insufficient

perceptions Behavior

discussion before

discussion

at decision-points

decision is called

before decision

(6).

is called (2,3,6,

Understood

that we didn’t
understand the
dynamics of
growth (5)

1 3 ,1 6 ,1 8 )
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Partially

Commitment (CGTF)
To what degree Team members exhibit passion, zeal, pride, commitment, and esprit de corps. To what degree are
members engaged? Participate? They treat each other with respect? Exhibit trust? Care about each other? To
what degree do members exhibit back-up behavior when the need arises?
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

To what degree
Team members
exhibit passion,
zeal, pride,

Partially

Energy was flat.

commitment, and
esprit de corps.
To what degree are
members engaged?
To what degree do
members

Uneven

People were

Well attended (see

participation

engaged even

attendance)

(see comment

if not always

assessment)

participating (2)

participate?
To what degree do

Perceptions of

members treat each

members and

respectful in

other with respect?

stakeholders

dialogue.

Partially

Members
Fully

Several
comments that
b/c contractor
analysis and
recommendation

To what degree do

s were not

members trust each

Partially

correct. Some

other?

comments that
staff and
contractor didn’t
have the trust of
all members.

Care about each

No indications of

other?

mistrust.

Marginally

County staff
member (as
opposed to
another
To what degree do

member) asked

members exhibit

by Chair to act

back-up behavior?

in his absence

Not at all

(). Members
asked facilitator
to deliver proxy
votes.
To what degree are
m em bers com m itted

to the project?
To what degree are
members proud of
their joint
accomplishment?

Near
Attendance is
good

unanimous
commitment to

Fully

the cause.
Statement in Final
Report that not all
members agree
with
recommendations.
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Partially

Frequent
comments that
a valuable

To what degree
does networking

outcome was

between members

new

continue after the

Fully

relationships

project has finished?

between
members

C on sen su s (CGTF)
Attribute

Behaviors/
Conditions

Content Analysis

Observation

Interviews

Degree
Achieved

Majority voting
To what

Member and

degree is

stakeholder

consensus

perceptions Behavior

achieved?

at decision-points

Majority voting

primary

primary decision
making technique

decision

Mixed

making

perceptions (4,

noted in the minutes

technique

6 ,7 )

(4 ,7 ,8 , and 9).

observed in

Partially

meetings.
Several
Member and
To what

stakeholder

degree are the

perceptions

decisions

Comments indicating

supported?

support or non
support

Statement in Final
Report that not all
members may
agree with
recommendations ()

comments and
a significant
discussion

Mixed

thread (3/22/05)

perceptions (4)

indicate a lack
of support (16,
22).
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Partially
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